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A REPORT ON THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT 


Outline of the Problem 

This report is in response to an undertaking given by the 
former Prime Minister of Ontario, the Honourable Leslie M. Frost, to 
make the technical assistance of the Ontario Department of Economics 
and the Department of Municipal Affairs available to the Special 
Committee of the Metropolitan Council on Metropolitan Affairs. 

The report is essentially fact-finding in nature. It presents 
an analysis based on 1959 data of the financial incidence or impact on 
each of the area municipalities relating to the adoption of 

(a) Amalgamation; 


(bo) A five city or borough system of Metropolitan 
Government ; 


(c) A four city or borough system of Metropolitan 
Government ; 


on the assumption that the inauguration of one of these systems of 
government would not change the amount expended in each area municipal- 
ity or the quality or distribution of services. 

Obviously the assumption that the net expenditures in each 
area municipality would remain unaffected by consolidation of the area 
municipalities is unrealistic, and this matter will be dealt with later. 
Nevertheless, if we are to arrive at some judgment as to the inter- 
municipal transfers between each of the area municipalities and the 
impact of amalgamation or consolidation on each area municipality, we 
have no alternative but to use the information now available, which in 
this case is the revenues and expenditures in each area municipality 
for the year 1959. 

This report does not necessarily reflect the views or the 
policy of the Government of Ontario. It has been prepared by the 
Department of Economics with the co-operation of the Department of 
Municipal Affairs to assist the Special Committee of the Metropolitan 
Council on Metropolitan Affairs in its study and consideration of the 
Metropolitan system of Government, (1) Although it would not be 
(1) It should perhaps be added that the Department of Municipal Affairs 


is not responsible for the composition of this report or for any 
of the views expressed in it. 
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appropriate or admissible for us under these circumstances to make 
recoumendations, we believe that the presentation of these facts will 
provide a better understanding of the nature of the Metropolitan 
Toronto problem and the alternative lines along which a solution may 
be found. 

The information presented in this report supplements the 
comprehensive report which has been prepared by a committee comprised 
of Metropolitan Department Heads, under the Chairmanship of 
Mr. G. Arthur Lascelles. Those who have been associated with the 
preparation of this report are to be complimented for the skill and 
energy which have been devoted to it. It brings together under one 
cover a wealth of information on the Metropolitan system of Government 
which will have continuing value over the years. 

At this time, when the Metropolitan form of Government is the 
subject of such animated discussion, it is well to recall that the 
Metropolitan Toronto Plan of 1953 was not the product of accident or 
of improvisation. On the contrary, it was born out of the painstaking 
study and analysis of the effects on each municipality of consolidating 
certain services and pooling their costs under a Metropolitan Government. 

The Metropolitan Toronto Plan was adopted in 1953 with six 
objectives in mind - 

(a) It should make an effective contribution towards 
unirying the main services common to the whole area, 

(bo) It should remove the fetters inhibiting 
the growth of suburban municipalities which had the geographical area 
but not the financial strength to provide schools and other local 
services, 

(c) It should provide for an effective pooling of costs 
which would facilitate the construction of public projects such as 
highways and water and sewage facilities throughout the whole area, 

(a) It should contain the power to plan on a regional 
scale, 

(e) It should avoid producing an upsurge in aggregate 


municipal costs and taxes, and 
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(f) Its implementation should not impose a sudden or 
intolerable tax burden upon any municipality or group of people. 

A comparison of the last seven years of progress with the 
conditions which prevailed before "Metro" came into operation shows 
some striking changes. For a generation the whole Metropolitan area, 
like most other Metropolitan centres, had grown haphazardly. There had 
been no comprehensive regional plan for determining the location of 
industry and residence, for co-ordinating and constructing area-wide 
facilities for education, transportation, water supply, sanitation and 
roads, or for pooling resources to finance them. Each municipality had 
been seeking to provide a local development geared to a local pattern. 
Although agreements had been made under which one municipality would 
supply water and also the use of its sewers to the people living in an 
adjacent municipality, such agreements were of limited application and 
efforts to expand them proved frustrating and unrewarding. 

The inadequacy of water and sewage facilities was a matter of 
increasing concern. Six of the thirteen area municipalities with 
frontage on Lake Ontario were in a direct position to exploit its great 
natural advantages, but it had become apparent that unless the sewage 
facilities were expanded to the other area municipalities, the benefits 
of fresh water supply and recreation would be available to none. Rapid 
population growth in the fringe areas was far outpacing the progress in 
sanitation. Untreated and partially-treated sewage was finding its way 
into the streams and rivers which run through the Metropolitan region into 
Lake Ontario and not only polluting them but endangering the whole water- 
front as a source of fresh water supply and recreation. 

The situation with respect to thoroughfares was quite similar. 
The daily movement of people from their residence in one community to 
their work in another had become commonplace. Every day thousands of 
motorists and other commuters from their suburban residences moved along 
the thoroughfares committing the City to costly outlays for traffic con- 
trol and major street widenings and extensions without the suburbs making 
any direct contribution to the cost of them. Under such circumstances, 
the City was understandably reluctant to proceed with the development of 


projects which were of such benefit to the suburbs and which the area so 
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greatly needed. Although the Toronto Transportation Commission had opera- 
ting agreements with a number of adjacent municipalities, the existence of 
several private bus companies along with the inability to develop a co- 
ordinated system regionally was a continuing handicap and source of incon- 
venience. 

The financial burdens on the outlying municipalities were 
especially acute because of their need for capital additions to schools, 
roads and water and sanitation facilities. These municipalities were ab- 
sorbing a large proportion of families with children of school age. Muni- 
cipalities such as North York and Scarborough had a substantially higher 
ratio of school-age children to total population than did the City of 
Toronto or the Village of Swansea. To moderate the fiscal impact of the 
demands for schools, roads, water, sewage and other capital works on 
their revenues and borrowing capacities, the outlying suburban communi- 
ties imposed restrictions against new housing developments and thus 
impeded the rate of growth of the Metropolitan area. Municipalities such 
as Toronto, Leaside and New Toronto, which needed additional housing 
to accommodate the growing number of workers for their factories and 
commercial establishments, had both the fiscal power and the administr- 
ative organization to provide services for housing developments, but did 
not have the land. The outlying municipalities had the land but not the 
administrative or financial resources requized to provide the services. 

The problem was aggravated by the fact that a few of the 
municipalities enjoyed a proportionately large volume of industrial and 
business assessment. Toronto, Leaside and New Toronto were generously 
endowed with industrial and business assessment, while the fringe 
suburbs, where land was available, were compelled to provide services for 
an increasing number of their workers without sharing their industrial 
assessment benefits. The more families the outlying communities accepted, 
the greater the demand for services, the higher the taxes and the less 
attractive they became as a location for industrial and commercial 
expansion. 

These were the difficulties which existed prior to the 
inauguration of the Metropolitan Toronto Plan at the beginning of 1954. 


It was plain then that if the municipal governments in the Metropolitan 
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Toronto area were to be placed in a position where they could get things 
done and develop wise and efficient administration, not only under the 
conditions of 1953, but those which were becoming increasingly onerous 
under the increasing population, a different form of organization would 


be required. 


Metropolitan Toronto Accomplishments 

let us try to summarize what has been achieved in the 
Metropolitan area in the last six years. 

From 1954 to 1960, Metropolitan Toronto's assessed population 
increased from 1,253, 240 to 1,527,105 or by 22 per cent, compared with 
an average rate of growth for other municipalities throughout the 
Province of 19 per cent. 

The total value of municipal taxable assessment increased from 
$2.6 billion to $3.9 billion in 1960, an increase of 7 per cent. 

Construction contracts valued at close to $3 billion were 
awarded throughout the Metropolitan area. 

113,000 housing units were completed. 

Elementary and secondary school accommodation rose by more 
than 85,000 pupil places, or 47 per cent. 

Through Metropolitan Government grants, which now amount to 
$190 per pupil in public and elementary schools, $315 in secondary 
academic schools, $350 in commercial secondary schools and $535 
in technical schools, educational standards were raised and greater 
equality of educational opportunities provided in all area municipalities. 
No plan for the establishment of a Metropolitan system of Government would 
have been complete without provisions for the pooling of economic and 
financial resources to meet the challenges presented by a rapidly growing 
school population. 

The Yonge-Front Street Subway was completed and construction 
of the $200 million Bloor-Danforth-University Subway undertaken. 

Passenger and commercial motor vehicle registrations increased 
by 175,820, or 50.1 per cent. 

Over 400 miles of paved Metropolitan and local roads and 


streets were completed. What would have been intolerable bottlenecks 


iy 


st ot hobo son vod tay selammm #2 08 al 


9 


Fl xte tant ot ak BYLS aad thor 
tod taSinrory.. pendenes a ‘Osuoto? tat tLogors abt ores og seer no%% ia | 
astw birbecmts vias9 req 8S vs 10 ROL Tel ot OHS ERS ef more? — 

att a aad aektt leg bo deans tailto tot doworm ‘ta oter eyeTsts fe 


| #90 “tog RE 0 ooaiost 
morte heanornal | thewséocas ofdexst Lagte tas ‘to sufay Lato of J 
2099 ‘teq. Su ‘te sceotoni aa .OORL al mollfid e ER of soli ted ps st | 
eeu so FELtd of oF saolo fs Dsus. etasxiacs soltount2nod 
-59%8 nesklogorie4 ed? tvotignouds hobvswe 
batelqmon ‘ertaw aoa wettesod OOO. ELL - 
YtOu yo Shor Aoltebommosoa Loortee yushsoses bas Ytsicanol i 
tase 134 Te Yo eeoaly Lucy COO ,.2 madd Lae 
oF Favoms wor dotedy atueny toaomatevon i ti ia tguend? | 
vtAbdosen at VLE$ padoodos yestuoucls bas otfiva at Ltqua tee cee 
CAR foe atoodos Vishuodee Iatot ous at O@Ed ,atoodes olmehase 
tates “3 hire beaket Stow ienilian tu caleba .afoodse Leotndoor at 
-eeltilegiolwum seta apn at bebivor eoltinusreggo Ienottaovbs Yo ‘“ittenss 


DSvew tnemvseved to motets ustkloqoxtes 2 to diemiedivetes ody old ual ol 


Bae otwediose ‘te Bat loog od aot saolelvorg iodigancal Stalqupo ased oan 
girtvorrg web tqey 2 ee Hesnoretg seguelLerlo als Nace os BOO EOD St Latousrtt 
| | sad vaduiqod atin 
noltorstanoo bus hatsiquos aew yewdu® Faored dnot™- sguoY ext a 
snokadrehar yeni’ wsterevtatedyro%ned=t00lE aotiits QOS ore wy 4 
heesston! snolisrtalnet sfotiov. sovou Laiotonado. —- songerne’l 
| adheres 9q £.02 20 OS RTE ) r . 
be ebess Lasel has oettlorortes hevey to afin od rave a 
expences $4od eldwreloiut mead eved bisow daily hows otew. atestse 


a 
- 
4 
—_ 
2 
f 
. ; 
7 


yi ae 


were averted by the construction of modern thoroughfares, such as the 
Frederick G. Gardiner Expressway, the Don Valley Parkway, the Bayview 
Avenue Extension, and the widening and extension of many other major 
arteries. 

The watermain and sewage mileage was almost doubled from 
2,601 in 1954 to 5,060 in 1960. New sewage treatment plants, pumping 
stations and water filtration plants were brought into operation. 

Perhaps most important of all, planning was made possible on 
a regional basis. 

A more balanced distribution of industrial and commercial 
assessment was obtained. Despite the fact that three municipalities, 
North York, Scarborough and Etobicoke, doubled their populations in 
the last seven years, and absorbed over 90 per cent of the population 
growth in the whole Metropolitan Toronto area, the ratio of industrial 
and commercial assessment to total assessment under the Metropolitan 
system of Government improved in each of these municipalities and in 
two of them improved substantially. 


Ratio of Industrial and Commercial Assessment to 
Total Assessmer.t 


1953 1960 
on hi aid 
Etobicoke 26 37 
North York 21 28 
Scarborcugh eT 29 


In addition to its many other achievements, the Metropolitan 
system of Government previded for the acquisition or expansion and 
improvement of recreation facilities, new park land, rental housing 
and accommodation for the aged and chronically-ill and convalescent 
patients. 

It was, of course, recognized at the time the Metropolitan 
Toronto Plan was introduced that the pooling of economic and financial 
resources in the consolidated fields would benefit some municipalities 
more than others, but in the end would give strength and stehility to 
all of them. Those municipalities which required schools, water works 


and sewage facilities would be assisted by the financing of their capital 


mort Baltuas teonle ax saaattie han aye os 
yiiquny llaaig tientnesd sgattes vet pean t 
AOe1wzGS Otani “aceeee yiow. agai sabe rae pe sco oe 
Ho sidiesor shen Bau on times wits to ‘thadaogal Since sieht 
-) 0 Nalgeset ee 

fs Leeann Sas. Lattyeubnl to aobiudbsounb 5eeneLed eita a 
aitifeqiotaun suit jads Soak anit aitaest Salibasdé env sromestaee 
sf euttisinoo xicitt beidieb .atoskdeia bas sguoradanse Axor Asch 


‘nobiatinog sas to dneo seq OC tave batrerents Hits yeaasy iad set ute | ¥ 
’ 
fatrsavbat 3o oltexy adv (seta osrono8 natitonexca slodw sit at dawerg 
hatilogeiszem oid : uw trutbaseer Iagotos gataitecsae Detoxemnoo Tae 
at bia sotiitactsirin eosds to’ dese’ ak Savor dieraitevoo ‘to nedexe : 
Wlaetsnetvedus bevorgnr naif to ows 


ov: JasmmueaeA Leforcaimo) bas Latsteubal to oftaf 
hu Paes SPOR, ie: ade 


ay drome a. eee | é - : 
’ 
‘ : - 
x32 40) 
Ores Ecce: 
a my 
TF . as stosidodd © 
83 [s sx0Y tou 
cs Ts" | Spores. j 
7 : 
Tileuoisa4 sit ,atageovettos tedin yaaa ov! of ncivifie et _ 


S27 So.sgee wo noltiokepob ott rok hoblv ang dereperreved to. mesers 
auteucd Dasaar Sel Wtag wer ,weletiisn noLsaerson ie Jasaev one 
Jos or es) 199 ae Lit-yilgeluowis Soe Soya wilt 107 aod Sdbosstio ose dus 
<ainéeitay 
fasttlaostta at? anie ods #3 Saxtngooss _—* Yo ,e2aw of 
febosert) ban otmoness° te winched ans sail Snistionsteis Bow api? odietat 
eateiisysoiaim sues #Pranet Rinow shlait besabiivesos sag ot donone® . 
33 “3tti tests toe digaeite avis steawe foe ade er sud cateilto nade ed 
Bato Soda .afondoa bothugerr Hotiv esititegiotaam esad? mat bd ta ; 


fLetiqau tied? Yo gatsusclt ey qi Hetelsss ed nlvow aartiites? ag: 


-7- 


facilities out of the financial resources of the entire region. On 

the other hand, the unification or consolidation of the selected services 
meant that the fringe areas would bear a share of the cost of the City's 
arterial roads, redevelopment and other-capitel improvements. 

Without this integration of financial resources, the Metro- 
politan system would have been unable to generate the expansion in services 
required by the region's population and industrial growth. Not only has 
it supplied an unprecedented flow of capital funds, but it has also main- 
tained a credit rating which compares favourably with that of the Province. 
Thus the Metropolitan Toronto system has been a conspicuous success. The 
growth and development which has taken place since 1953 throughout the 
whole area, and the improved distribution of industrial and commercial 
assessment that has been achieved, attest to the basic soundness of the 
Plan, and reflect great credit on those who have been responsible for 


its day-to-day operations. 


Disparities in Representation and Economic Balance 

While the present organization of municipal government in 
Metropolitan Toronto has more than fulfilled expectations, it was never 
intended to be the final answer to the problems of local government if, 
after careful study, some other plan or change in the existing plan, was 
found to be more in keeping with needs. In introducing the Metropolitan 
Toronto Bill in the Ontario Legislature or February 25, 1953, the then 
Prime Minister of Ontario, the Honourable Leslie M. Frost, dealt with 
the conflicting issues of amalgamation and federation, with or without 
consolidation of areas, in these words: 

"Among those favouring total amalgamation there are a 
substantial number who argue that it should be effected over a period of 
time. Those who favour total amalgamation, therefore, will find nothing 
in this legislation to prevent gradual and total amalgamation if that 
is desirable. Experience will be the best teacher. 

On the other hand, those who argue for the retention of local 
councils and municipalities will have the fullest opportunity to work 
out the feasibility of this system. If, by experience, it should prove 
desirable, there is no reason why alterations cannot, coming from exper- 
lence again, be made to the present legislation. 

In other words, this legislation is not irrevocable to the 
extent of destroying the local councils. They will still continue with 
substantial things to do and so will the local school boards. Experience 


will show whether there should be changes, and I am satisfied that the 
men and women who will serve on the Metropolitan Council and the integrated 
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school board, being men and women of the widest experience in municipal 
affairs, will find the best solution to these questions on the basis of 
experience, reason and common sense. After all, the problems are being 
left to the people's elected representatives whom they may continue in 
office or remove each year at will. From these elected representatives 
working democratically will come changes and solutions which will give 
to this great and important area the type of government which best suits 
its needs. "(1 

Mr. Frost was pointing out that we should never be satisfied if 
something else can be devised that is better. Nor should we seek change 
for the sake of change. When changes are made, we should be sure that 
they will be an improvement. The Chairman of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Council, Mr. Frederick G. Gardiner, has stated that the Metropolitan 
Toronto problem would be solved by the adoption of a more satisfactory 
form of representation by population. This is generally true, but we 
would predict that, even aside from the matter of representation, the 
growing imbalance in the size of the area PEE t baa es will become 
an increasing disability under the existing arrangement. 

Some may say that disparities in representation are not important 
and that they have not been an obstacle to the effective operation of 
the Metropolitan Toronto system. On the other hand, those who would take 
this attitude ought to let their mind's eye wander over the situation that 
will develop in the future. While population projections are always 
speculative, it is nevertheless apparent that the present inequalities 
in representation on the Metropolitan Council will steadily worsen, 
particularly for the municipalities of North York, Scarborough, and 
Etobicoke, which are absorbing most of Metropolitan Toronto's population 
increase. It may be contended that there are also wide differences in 
the representation in the Provincial and Federal ridings. The analogy 
is hardly applieable. In both the Provincial and Federal spheres of 
Government, votes are cast along party lines and the "mix" of each 
party is likely to represent densely-populated as well as sparsely-popu- 
lated ridings, whereas in municipal government each member casts his vote 
independently. Even if this were not so, there is no justification for 
not seeking as close an approximation to equal representation by popula- 
tion as is possible. 

(1) Remarks of the Hon. L.M. Frost, Q.C.,in the Legislative 


Assembly on the introduction of a Bill Concerning the 
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, February 25, 1953. 
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At the time Metropolitan Toronto was established, it was 
recognized that the system under which the elected members of the area 
municipalities became members of the Metropolitan Council was far from 
perfect. True, as the City of Toronto's population was then but slightly 
greater than that of the suburbs, there was approximate representation 
by population between the City and the suburban municipalities. But, even 
in those days, the municipalities of Weston, Swansea and Long Branch with 
populations of only 8,000 or 9,000 had one representative, whereas North 
York and York with populations in excess of 100,000 had only one 
representative. 

Since then the discrepancies in representation by population 
have become more pronounced, and if the population growth of the 
Metropolitan Toronto area continues to be concentrated in the suburban 
municipalities, as is expected, the present method of providing 
representation on Metropolitan Council would in time become completely 
untenable. 

The aggregate assessed population of the twelve suburban 
municipalities increased from 571,000 in 1954 to 882,000 in 1960, and 
it is anticipated that by 1970 the population of the suburbs will be 
increased by an additional 383,000 to 1,265,000. Furthermore, it will 
be noted that more than 90 per cent of the growth in population in the 
Metropolitan area is occurrimg in the Townships of North York, 
Scarborough and Etobicoke. In the last six years the assessed population 
of these three townships has nearly doubled, rising from 310,000 to 
592,000. In 1954, they eontained 54 per cent of the total suburban 
population; in 1960, 67 per cent;and the ratio is continuing to rise. 

It is estimated that by 1970 their aggregate population will rise by an 
additional 355,000 to 947,000, when it will comprise 75 per cent of the 
suburban total. Indeed, their combined population, which accounted for 
25 per cent and 39 per cent of the Metropolitan total in 1954 and 1960 
respectively, will approximate nearly one-half of the Metropolitan total 
by 1970. 

While these projections of population to 1970 are highly 
speculative, they do, nevertheless, serve to illustrate the inequity 


of continuing in the future the present method of representation on 
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Metropolitan Council. If not changed, and a new system of representa- 


tion adopted, the prospects by 1970, are that: 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


North York and Scarborough, with projected populations of 385,000 
and 350,000, respectively, and Etobicoke with a projected population 
of 212,000, would each have only one representative. These three 
area municipalities, with a projected combined population in 1970 

of nearly 950,000 or nearly half Metro's total population and close 
to half its total assessment, would have only three representatives 
and three votes in an elected Council of twenty-four, that is only 
13 per cent of the representation. 

York and East York, with projected populations of 132,000 and 74,000, 
respectively, would also be under-represented, each having only one 
representative. 

Seven area municipalities - Forest Hill, Leaside, Weston, Swansea, 
Mimico, New Toronto and Long Branch, with about six per cent of 
both population and assessment would have 29 per cent of the repre- 
sentation. 

The twelve suburban municipalities, with twelve representatives or 
half the members on Council, would have more than 65 per cent of the 
total population and about 60 per cent of the assessment. The City 
of Toronto, with less than 35 per cent of Metro's population and 
about 40 per cent of its assessment, would also have twelve repre- 
sentatives or half the total, but this would be one representative 
per 55,000 of population, compared with one representative per 
16,000 of population in the seven area municipalities of Forest 
Hill, Leaside, Weston, Swansea, Mimico, New Toronto and Long Branch, 
with populations ranging from 11,000 to 23,000. 


All this makes it plain that a change in representation is 


ultimately imperative, as is graphically illustrated in the following 


chart. 
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ASSESSED POPULATION PER REPRESENTATIVE ON 


METROPOLITAN COUNCIL AS PRESENTLY CONSTITUTED 
FOR 1954, 1960 AND PROJECTED FOR 1970 
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Proposals for Overcoming Problem 


Various proposals have been suggested for achieving a more 
satisfactory system of area representation, short of carrying out a 
basic structural change in the organization such as would be realized 
through total or partial consolidation. None of them is free from 
ob jection. 

One method for overcoming the defects in representation by 
population on Metropolitan Council would be the establishment of 
Metropolitan electeral districts from which one or more members would be 
elected directly to the Metropolitan Council. In one respect, this 
method would establish a direct link between the election of representa- 
tives and the responsibility with which they would be entrusted. How- 
ever, it suffers from several defects. It is more cumbersome, creates 
rivalry between the two spheres of local government and fails to provide 
the liaison between the Metropolitan Council and the local area councils 
which is so essential to the orderly and effective integration of 
municipal services throughout the Metropolitan area. 

Another suggestion for overcoming the problem of representation 
on the Metropolitan Council without disturbing its basic structure is to 
devise a system of multiple voting. For instance, the Town of Weston, 
with a population of less than 10,000, would have one vote, whereas 
North York, with a 1960 population of nearly 250,000, would have anything 
from five to 25 votes depending upon the formula adopted. Presumably, 
as the population of an area municipality increased, the representative 
of that area would receive more votes, amd Ehis method, which in a 
limited way is used in the county system, leaves much to be desired. 

One representative with five votes obviously does not provide as 
effective a representation as five representatives would with one.vote 
each, The absence from a Council meeting of a five or six vote member, 
unless he were allowed an alternate, would be a severe loss in repre- 
sentation to his municipality. Vesting each member with the power to 
appoint an alternate in the event of absence would overcome one drawback, 
but still leave many others. Although this method entails no structural 
change, it is unlikely to be satisfactory. 

A third and more plausible suggestion is that the area municipal- 


ities with the larger populations be allotted an additional number of 


od bivow a Seiaton peti 0 950 dosiw Bor) azs: betane feznivels not. 


“WoH  .boseutitas ed Bitcow Ysds Aokedy asiwyviiiidts toga ST auld bay Save 
SSVHSTO. .UMOATSdaNS stom af +t  .adsstah Lstsves port are tawe tL reyes 7 


shiver of efks? bas dons mievon [asof 


- >? 
i 


“% hi dgue A Or ai 7. 
SOLPACHSR EY VX. “Dev es 


og 


‘ « =~ i + P re 
OTs. 20. 


Si PwIJagtI0 stead sgt BoleTI Fah sr 


vas 


- 
¥d sotsasnsusiqey nt ashens aad satwoseava tor Boriton. ent ioe 


to tganctattate> add ad bivow CFonve) aefilogor sy ao tobtel, 


* a7 7 


okt Soaqens Sito ar Ltoniod att foqoatsn Sit oF y lt oot eal 


fades to nodtosts ody dvowted 2ubf JOSTlh 6 dalidates LLuow ied 


ey 


ta -aswedqs owt act ngavdod tesyit 


GOGH BIT Lecol adi Boe [fone av tioqorsem sdt naevdad a0ctakF siz 


10 HOLS sysind svigtoatts ‘fin VASSD'I0 edt -oF Letineses oz ol sob 


(Both Gerilagowsn sit tvodavordts noofvtss Pog to fei 


Baldor edd puincotsyvo sort nottesanye -xoddtorms 


tEW Lbonuod antic O7exrsSM sis fo 


WAS OME L Ot . ak kS ay aLaxT IL Fo MsTeve § gulveah 
SSTSILY (OOO SUO. ovis Pic: gL Marth Seer, aoitalyqud atte 
acrnay W¥ens DOM 000.088 whaeon. ic foftaluyog Cet « atiw AIOY Nota 
: + GEMMA OTY Mestwoba alvurroet os DOW Bel oragen aosto SOF Ovi? amet 
avi eeSUIST Ut PABST IAT VRE LAT) vue errs cra (9 Uolvaluqog. sit Be 
ul sip won rat sit! bom 20 fo Ion SVisoe: hie ff Jad? To 
OerTASaL pf wo Nitisl Aaya sug SIRE ¥IN65 “i if ret 1S Sar} Ez 
fa shiver tou. couh vlauotyde GEvOV mvt titty Svivednassures an 
SIT ON thw 2D feriy soviteiiessiqed sy") ag OlSgtas este ms + aVivsotin 
(Tam escy «ie He ovlt & to onttson Ltomios 2 mort sanonts SCT  vtons 
’ 

“S269 nt EROL cfiaves a od bigaw qmeyte7is he oawoLt SIO a G25! rece 
OF Swiog wie Astw -veduce W925 uihtasy ‘St lagoinug ald 63 potiesy oT 

; 

esa sae 


Lstubyauusa of eLbag 


“Laziaines Bers ais 


Ww stan Cheah tities mc badtod fe 


“SOWISYo Bidov soneada To Jneyvs 


U2 Bodden atts Ggvodt(sA  ayrerity (25m Sveel {[ tte jg 


. “V¥tossateites od 9.) Vlsdifou ay pe estailo 


red 42 NOI Fe esis sidtenalc gacm ‘fing briny A 


oe. MSL Teq'tal oft gig astet 


ey ae 


representatives. For instance, the City of Toronto has at the present 
time one representative for every 54,000 of population. North York might, 
therefore, be assigned five representatives, Scarborough four repre- 
sentatives, Etobicoke three (or four) representatives,and York two 
representatives, all calculated as a multiple of the ratio of repre- 
sentation to population in the City of Toronto. This proposal would not 
establish representation in accordance with population, but it would 
provide a rough and ready approximation. One of the objections to this 
system, however, is that even on the present population the City of 
Toronto's representation would continue at twelve, while the representa- 
tion of the suburban municipalities would increase to 22 and that of the 
total council to 34. Further increases in suburban representation would 
occur as their populations grew. Moreover, the adoption of this 
method would still leave Toronto, North York, Scarborough and Etobicoke 
seriously under-represented, particularly compared with the seven smal- 
ler municipalities. It would still perpetuate - albeit on a smaller 
scale - the inequities and economic imbalance of the present system. 

The first of the three methods considered in the foregoing 
paragraphs would involve a basic change in the form of government and 
necessitate the creation of a new tier of elected officials. This would 
conform to the Winnipeg plan. The next two methods would require no 
structural change in the boundaries of the area municipalities and would 
from many points of view be the simplest to carry out. However, none of 
these alternatives, although either one of the latter two might be 
adopted as a temporary expedient, would in our opinion effect a lasting 
and satisfactory solution to the problem of representation. Three other 
alternatives to which we will now turn, namely, complete amalgamation, 
consolidation into five boroughs and consolidation into four boroughs, 
would resolve both problems of representation and economic balance but 
would involve structural and organizational adjustments. 

With total consolidation or amalgamation of all area munici- 
palities, one city would be created with a population by 1970 of nearly 
two million. The area municipalities would disappear and the entire 


Metropolitan area would be subdivided to create appropriate electoral 
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districts. The problem of representation and economic balance would 

also be resolved by the creation of a five or four city or borough system. 
The consolidation of the thirteen area municipalities into four cities 
would create what we have for convenience called the Boroughs of Toronto, 
North York, Scarborough and Etobicoke. The reorganization under this 
plan differs from Mr. Gardiner's proposed five city plan only in that 

the present Township of York, instead of forming one borough by itself, 
would be included in the Borough of Toronto. 

Under the four city or borough plan, the present thirteen area 
municipalities would be consolidated in the following way: 

The Borough of Toronto would consist of Toronto, East York, 
Forest Hill, Leaside, Swansea and York. This inner group of six 
municipalities would have, on the basis of 1960 data,an assessed popul- 
ation of 885,069 or 58.0 per cent of the total and an assessment of 
$2,397 million or 60.3 per cent of the total. 

The Borough of North York would include North York and Weston 
and have a 1960 population of 257,299 or 16.8 per cent of the total and 
an assessment of $657 million or 16.5 per cent of the total. 

The Borough of Scarborough, composed of Scarborough only, would 
have a population of 198,724 or 13.0 per cent of the total and an 
assessment of $397 million or 10.0 per cent of the total. 

The Borough of Etobicoke would be comprised of Etobicoke, 
Mimico, New Toronto and Long Branch and would have a population of 
186,013 or 12.2 per cent of the total and an assessment of $526 million 
or 13,2¢.per cent of the total. 

It will be noted that under this suggested consolidation of 
area municipalities, representation by population could be made fairly 
consistent with representation by financial interest. The Borough of 
Toronto's proportion of total population and assessment would exceed the 
combined population and assessment of the other three Boroughs, but would 
steadily decline, reaching parity with them by 1970. The size of the Metro- 
politan Council could be readily controlled and kept down to a desirable 
number of representatives. For example, the Metropolitan Council could 
be composed of 26 members, with the Borough of Toronto receiving thirteen 


members, the Borough of North York five members and the Boroughs of 
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Searborough and Etobicoke four each. Furthermore, the three suburban 
Boroughs would tend to grow in population at rates not too dissimilar, 
with the result that changes in the distribution of members among the 
three suburban Boroughs would not likely require adjustment for a consid-. 
erable number of years. 

Under the four borough proposal, the prospects are that by 1970 
the Borough of Toronto and in total the three suburban Boroughs (North 
York, Scarborough, and Etobicoke), with 48 per cent and 52 per cent of 
the population respectively, would each have 50 per cent of the represent- 
ation. This method of representation would also be desirable from the 
point of view of financial interest since the Borough of Toronto and in 
total the three suburban Boroughs would each have approximately half of 
the assessment. Under the system, members of the Council in 1970 would 
be representing between 64,000 and 88,000 persons each, whereas, under a 
continuation of the present system, the number of persons represented 
by individual council members would vary from 11,000 in the 
case of the representative from Swansea or Weaton to 350,000 or more in 
the case of the representative from North York or Scarborough. 

It is true, of course, that if a solution to existing problems of 
representation and economic balance is sought through consolidation or 
partial consolidation, many other factors must be considered. To ensure 
that such a course would be in the best interests of the Metropolitan 
Toronto area, it is necessary to understand the nature of the variations 
in local area expenditures in relation to their populations and assess- 
ments,as well as to examine the financial effects of a basic reorganiz- 
ation of area municipalities such as would be required to introduce amal- 


gamation or a four or five borough Metropolitan system. 


Variations in Local Area Expenditures and Assessments 

An examination of the available financial statistics reveals a 
marked variation in the relative spending of the area municipalities, 
In 1959, the current expenditures of the area municipalities for general 
services, exclusive of Metro levies, provisions for reserves and allow- 
ances and prior year's deficit, varied per person of assessed population 
from $40 in Mimico to $97 in Toronto as compared with an average through - 


out the Metropolitan area of $78. The municipalities of Toronto and 
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New Toronto had per capita expenditures in excess of the average, while 
four municipalities, namely, Long Branch, East York, York and :Mimico, spent 
less than $50 per capita for general services. The remaining seven 
municipalities incurred per capita expenditures in excess of $50, but 

they were still less than the average. Expressed in dollars per $1,000 

of Metro assessment, the variations, although less pronounced, were still 
considerable, ranging from $18 in Leaside to $37 in Weston as compared 
with an average of $33 throughout the Metropolitan area. 


Current Expenditure of Area Municipalities 
For General Services, 1959 


Per $1,000 
of Metro 
Amount Per Capita Assessment 
$ 
Toronto 63,453, 718 97.11 35.20 
Leaside pap IS gly wid 69.92 18.07 
Mimico 615, 540 39.67 23.56 
New Toronto 993,497 77.60 2h.91 
Weston 795, 461 85.76 37.19 
Forest Hill 1,306,119 65.67 GT ey : 
Long Branch 34,051 49.69 30.84 
Swansea 477,483 51.78 OO. 
North York 16,243, 620 vghsane: 32.55 
Scarborough 11,996,855 64.66 36.08 
Etobicoke 10,539, O40 78.03 29.07 
York 5, 384, 656 43,58 26.10 
East York 3,088, 974 45.72 28.18 
Total 116,575, 788 78.38 32.71 


The per capita expenditures of the area municipalities 
on individual general services show even greater variation than 
their per capita spending for general services in total. The following 
computations have been made from figures contained in the audited 
financial reports, and while these figures are not entirely com- 
parable, they are nevertheless indicative of the magnitude of the 
variations. On the basis of the reported statistics for 1959, the 
per capita spending, inclusive of capital expenditures out of revenue, 
ranged for general government from $3.35 in Etobicoke to $14.58 in 
Toronto; for protection of persons and property from $4.13 in Mimico 
to $13.63 in Toronto; and for sanitation and waste removal from $4.02 in 
in East York to $11.63 in Etobicoke, an amount slightly in excess of 
Toronto's $11.21. Current outlays on recreation and community services 


varied, per person, from $3.80 in Forest Hill to $8.47 in Toronto, while 
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Mimico had the lowest debt charges of $6.36 per capita and Weston the 
highest at $32.51 compared with Toronto's $25.37. Health and welfare 
expenditures were mainly concentrated in Toronto with the City spending 
$17.39 per capita or more than five times the average suburban per capita 
expenditure of $3.21. With the exception of public works for which 
Toronto expended considerably less than the other areas, $4.31 per person 
as opposed to an average of $14.55 for the twelve suburbs, the City spent 
in the major functions of responsibility one and a half to five times 
more in per capita terms’ than the average for the twelve suburban 
municipalities. 

Equally marked are the variations in the per pupil expenditures 
of the local area school boards. In 1959, the cost of public school 
education, exclusive of prior year's deficit and tuition fees paid to 
other boards, ranged per pupil of enrolment in September of that year 
from $257 in Weston to $421 in Forest Hill, as compared with an average 
of $323 for the entire area. Similarly, in the case of secondary school 
education, the cost per pupil of enrolment in 1959 varied widely through- 
out the area, ranging from $364 in East York to $748 in Toronto and 
averaging $646 for the area. 


Current Expenditures of Area School Boards For 
Public and Secondary School Education, 1959 


Public School Secondary School 


Per Pupil rerio. 
of September of September 
Amount Enrolment (1) Amount Enrolment (1) 

Toronto 26,254,086 373.98 15,466,128 77. 8h 
Leaside 678, 594 364.05 451,640 438.48 
Lakeshore LoS 035 257.20 94.1, 100 684.43 
Weston 348, 902 256. 54 638, 642 476.24 
Swansea 234,314 281.97 579 - 
Forest Hill 871,182 421.08 629, 705 546.63 
North York 12,482,483 315.95 4, 840, 428 615.52 
Scarborough 9,816,610 278.55 4,046,215 637.19 
Etobicoke 5,971, 102 262.11 3,460,011 583.18 
York 4,14, 486 289. 89 2,186,001 559.79 
East York 2,716,995 365.39 Th2, 707 363.71 
Total 6h , 68h, 389 323.22 33,403, 156 646.43 


There are, of course, many factors accounting for these variations 
in per capita or per pupil expenditures. Among them are the miles of 
roads, sidewalks, sewers and watermains to be maintained, the proportion 


(1) Not strictly comparable as expenditures include cost of night classes. 
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of the population requiring local health and welfare services, the 
capital investment program needed to meet the demands of growth and 
development, the extent to which capital expenditures are financed out 
of current revenue, the density of population, the concentration of 
industrial and commercial establishments, as well as differences in 
quantity and quality of services. In education, the per pupil costs of 
the school boards are influenced by such factors as the number of pupils 
per classroom, the academic qualifications and length of service of the 
teachers, the size of the school units, the extent to which capital 
expenditures are financed out of revenue and the school building program. 
For example, some school boards, particularly those which are supported 
by a relatively high assessment, are likely to be more selective in the 
recruitment of teachers and hire not only relatively more teachers with 
university degrees but more specialists. Furthermore, boards that are 
experiencing a rapid growth in enrolment tend to have not only higher 
debt charges but a teaching staff which, on an average, has fewer years 
of experience and consequently a lower salary per teacher. 

The level of spending in each area municipality is also 
dependent upon its financial capacity to meet the cost of providing 
services. In per capita terms, the total assessment made in 1960, 
inclusive of assessment applicable to government properties for which 
payments in lieu of taxes are made, varied from a high in leaside of 
$4.,2h9 to a low of $1,682 in Long Branch. New Toronto, Forest Hill, 
Toronto and Etobicoke had per capita assessments in excess of the 
Metro average of $2,605, while the five municipalities of Scarborough, 
York, East York, Mimico and Long Branch had per capita assessments of 
less than $2,000. A significant factor underlying the variation in 
per capita assessment lies in the uneven distribution of commercial and 
industrisl assessment, which places seme area municipalities in a much 
more fortuitous position than others. As shown in the following table, 
New Toronto, Toronto and Leaside have high ratios of commercial and 
industrial assessment to total assessment and, in per capita terms, their 
commercial and industrial assessments are three to seven times as great 


as such assessments in most of the other area municipalities. 
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Per Capita Assessment of Area Municipalities, 1960(1) 


Ratio of Commercial Per Capita Assessment 


and Industrial Commercial 
Assessment to Total and 

Assessment Residential Industrial Total 
Toronto 59.0 1,208 Ly {32 2,943 
Teaside 46.1 2,290 1,959 4, 249 
Mimico 22.9 1,464. 436 1,900 
New Toronto 68.8 1,031 2.205 3, 306 
Weston 41.7 1, 383 989 2,372 
Forest Hill 9.9 2,920 321 3,2k1 
Long Branch 32.9 1,128 554 1, 682 
Swansea 22.5 1, 876 546 2,422 
North York 215 1,849 Tas. 2,560 
Scarborough 29.2 1,414 583 1,997 
Etobicoke 36.5 1,889 1,088 2,977 
York 29.7 1, 246 526 1, Tite 
East York 20.2 Liars 347 1,718 
Lh 2 1,455 1,150 2,605 


(1) Based on assessment made in 1960 upon which the 
Metropolitan General Levy for 1961 was distributed. 


It is apparent from these statistics that in the City of 
Toronto the per capita expenditures for general services and the per 
pupil outlays for education are greater than those in any other area 
municipality, except Forest Hill in the matter of public elementary 
school education, and of course, considerably higher than the average 
in all municipalities. Thus, if the level of spending in Toronto was 
adopted in all municipalities in the Metropolitan Toronto area, the cost 
of general services would rise by 20 to 25 per cent and of public and 
secondary school education by about 16 per cent. However, such an 
interpretation would be inaccurate and completely misleading. There is 
no doubt that part of the explanation for the higher costs in the City 
of Toronto is the result of higher standards. For example, the City 
has a lower ratio of pupils per teacher in its school system than 
Scarborough and several other area municipalities. It also has a higher 
average salary bill per teacher, occasioned in part by the larger pro- 
portion of university degree teachers which it has engaged. In several 
fields of the general services, the standards are significantly higher 
than those in some of the other area municipalities. This was demonstrat- 
ed in the case of the enquiry into the cost of operating fire department 


services. In 1959 fire protection expenditures in Toronto were nearly 
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$10 per capita or approximately three times as great as the per capita 
cost in several area municipalities and about twice the average per capita 
cost in the twelve suburbs. In other cases, thc increased cost in 
the City of Toronto is due to the fact that the City is the principal area 
in which the service is provided. In health and welfare, for instance, 
Toronto, with an expenditure in 1959 of $11.4 million compared with an 
expenditure in the suburbs of $2.7 million, is carrying a very substantial 
part of the total outlays by the area municipalities for these services. 
These statistics on expenditures and assessments also suggest 
that the City of Toronto would gain in any amalgamation or partial 
consolidation of the area municipalities through diverting some of its 
burden of higher expenditures to the other municipalities. While this 
would be the case in the short run, ultimately there would be a levelling 
up of expenditure in the area municipalities with the result that the 
City of Toronto's initial gain would be dissipated in the higher stand- 
ards established for the other municipalities. Under amalgamation and 
to a lesser extent under partial consolidation, the per capita or per 
pupil spending in the area municipalities would be drawn closer together. 
All services would tend to gravitate toward the common standard, except 
where there were fundamental reasons for differences in services. For 
instance, it could not be expected that the type of fire-fighting equip- 
ment required in the densely populated skyscraper sections of the City 
of Toronto would be needed in the residential suburban areas. Neverthe- 
less, there would be a rise in spending through bringing the standards 
of services established under amalgamation to a common level, and no 
doubt a smaller increase through evening up standards where certain 
area municipalities were consolidated. Obviously, the rise in spending 
would be more pronounced in some municipalities than in others and 
consequently any determination of the respective gains or losses of the 
area municipalities on the basis of existing levels of spending could be 


altered appreciably upon the attainment of common standards of services. 


Respective Gains and Losses of Area Municipalities 
The second part of this report contains detailed computations 


of the more immediate respective gains or losses which would be enjoyed 


oe fouteeise ghar ae sad pore ot at of 
me wo} \St9RLow ba ixknsd aa i 


pos ae 


I uy 
Ane 


.2eyhites sesdt “sOF scthtiebtsince seus ont ve aesksve {ator orld a _ 


Troague -oele Bynomeasess in Rots ibasqxa 0 roldetsate saat? a Be : 


istitsa’ te nottemegiens ys at aisg bivow odnoro? ‘to Pid ont dads * cing 

I ‘gatirovib Aguondt ectti feqtoiosn ae1s sft to anita bifoanos 
 WIAP ELtad © esktlLacio lawn todto edd oF agiudibnegne aoigit ‘to dobred 
goiifevss s sd Bluow eters vistomtatiy. shat Toda edd af caso odd Ween cn 
| aif tedd tlwest oft thy asisiieqictnun sere att ot oiudtbascxs te &: 


chaste tmigtd sid mi Setentaetb sd bivew otsa fetdint a’ osnotel ‘to ys4D 


« 
u 


“Age aoltemegiens r9h0U .seitileqiotauc sedvo sit sot bodeiidetas ebts ie ae 
ae ) i 
T9310 athaso tor sd? woitebiLoants Leatéyad yobae tastxe gse2eL s od _ 

ea K j av 
stdditegatd tecofo nwerd ed Afwaw aa ee aeee go18 add ai aethneqa Liguq A 


$q0x3 htsbrsie somos edt Hxiwost sitstivaty ot bret bivéw destvisa Lh 
TOT .aSdivtor Gh aSodotyIRth rot ahosser fateonnbayt oisw others wake é 
“gives gritiieit-stlt to eqyt odt dad? botosgxe sd tom binos St ~oonedent 
YES ED ods to anoitesa tagetoryis beieluceg yheadsh ond at bexisps: Jmom 
-xitteve .aseanh ondkeceys faisnghleos adt at Beboon. od Sfuaw otaoxoT To 
 siasbaste. sat Bilapiac oyvonls geisnsgs at sett 5 od bivow atadd (peal 
ca hoe foveal qommno nf of aolsaiewpisme toban dsabidudes 229tvise To 
aLettes etalw sbtehwete qu aukteve Apvotid oesoionkreLkismn = gduob 
 gdkSasge aI sais 383 (Wisuorvdo .BecsSkioznes stew eettilagiclaum sexs 
| ate atscdo al sact eelt}Lertotmacde ome ni frenvonorq stom sd Sivew 
xiv In eoaeal to mee evisoegest oft to. cotteainreteb yas YLtnsup sano. 
93: Disoa yilinesa 26 nitions Brkielus In atasd sdt no ) pabsicnete tren Aste 


eeolyvtese to afrcohbaots oma % saamitusta out mnogu yldetssngae boxstia 


Jil setotaet sort to saeno. bas puten svisosqeof 


euotistugean daiteds6 antasnos txogox Sis 28 Fury banss2) ail? 


=n od Bivow dotdv assenk vo antag avltouwyaer sselbsmml etom sds to 


= 2O 4 


or suffered by each of the area-mmminipalities if amalgamation or 4 
four or five borough system of Metropolitan Government were adopted. 

It should be emphasized that these computations are based on the 1959 
current expenditures of the area municipalities and do not include any 
allowance for possible demands by the suburban municipalities for the 
same quantity and quality of services enjoyed by the City of Toronto 

or the same educational facilities enjoyed by Forest Hill. Undoubted- 
ly, amalgamation and to a lesser extent the four or five-borough system 
would lead to a levelling-up of services, but this would likely be a 
gradual process as many projects might well be postponed until they 
could be paid for without a large increase in the mill rate. According- 
ly, these computations of the respective gains and losses might be 
considered as the more immediate financial effects of adopting amalga- 
mation or the four or five borough system of government. 

The respective gains and losses of the area municipalities 
have been determined by redistributing the net cost or net expenditure 
incurred by them for those services for which they are responsible in 
accordance with the assessment made by the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto. The net cost to each area municipality has been ascertained by 
deducting from its current expenditure all revenue derived from scurces 
other than taxation for local area purposes. The current expenditure 
for each municipality is exclusive of Metropolitan Toronto levies and, 
for the purpose of improving comparability, provision for reserves and 
allowances and the prior year's deficit, if any, have also been excluded. 
The amount deducted as non-tax revenue includes Federal and Provincial 
grants and subsidies, licenses and permits, debenture debt charges re- 
coverable, revenue from utilities and other enterprises, and other non- 
tax receipts, but does not include the prior year's surplus. In the 
statements pertaining to particular functions of area responsibilities, 
it has not been possible to apply fully this method as the non-tax 
revenues are not available on a functional basis. Accordingly, in such 
cases, the net cost of a function has been taken as the current expend- 
iture (inclusive of capital expenditure out of revenue which can be 
functionalized) less the related Provincial grants and subsidies. Similar- 


ly, in the case of public and secondary school education, the same method 
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has been employed as for general municipal services, the net cost being 
determined by deducting from the area board's current expenditure, grants 
and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus but inclusive 
of contributions from the Metropolitan Toronto School Board. For separate 
school education, however, a modification was required, and the net cost 
shown is the local tax levy adjusted to eliminate the effect of prior and 
current years' deficit or surplus. 

In these computations of the respective gains and losses of the 
area municipalities, no adjustment has been made for any change in 
Provincial grants and subsidies which would ensue if amalgamation or a 
four or five borough system of Metropolitan Government were adopted. In 
this regard, it should be noted that a change was made in 1960 in the 
regulations respecting Provincial grants in aid of education, whereby what 
had been knownas transitional grants on annexation were restored. The 
effect of this change means that in the event of amalgamation of the 
area municipalities of Metropolitan Toronto, the Provincial grants payable 
in aid of education in respect of the twelve suburbs would be maintained at 
the same per pupil level as before amalgamation for a period of five years, 
and thereafter would be gradually reduced over the following five years. 

In fact, when consideration is given to the higher percentage and per pupil 
grant rates resulting from lower assessment per classroom (or per capita) 
and the higher recognized extraordinary expenditure per classroom 

(or per pupil) that would be applicable to the New City of Toronto as 
compared with the present City of Toronto, it is conceivable that there 
might initially be an increase in Provincial grants for education. In any 
event, no significant reduction in school grants would be suffered by the 
enlarged city for a period of five years, and after that time the reduction, 
if there be one, would be on a gradual basis. 

It should also be noted that other Provincial grants and 
subsidies affected by a change in local government would not be 
reduced unless the formula required such reduction and then only gradually 
over a period of time. For example, under The Municipal Subsidies Adjust- 
ment Act, the Provincial grants and subsidies payable under The Highway 
Improvement Act would be adjusted so that the grants and subsidies would 


be payable on the same basis for a period of five years after amalgamation, 
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as though amalgamation had not taken place, and during the following 

five years such grants and subsidies, if reduced at all, would be 
progressively reduced on a gradual basis. Thus, since the adjustments 

in Provincial grants following the adoption of amalgamation or a four 

or five borough system of Metropolitan Government would prevent any 
significant reduction in the level of these payments for several years, 

by which time changes will undoubtedly have occurred in the various 

grant structures, Provincial grants and subsidies have been left unaltered 
in these computations of the more immediate financial effects of these 
three plans on each of the thirteen municipalities. 

On the basis of the aggregate net current expenditure of the area 
municipalities for general services and’ education in 1959 of $115.7 million, 
the adoption of total amalgamation would result in net inter-municipal 
transfers of $3.8 million. The financial effects on the individual area 
municipalities would differ between the public and the separate school 
ratepayers with the effects generally being less pronounced on the 
latter group. In the Bese loF public school ratepayers, there would be 
gains in three municipalities per $1,000 of Metro assessment of $1.00, 
$2.84 and $5.24, no effect in one municipality and losses in the remain- 
ing nine municipalities ranging per $1,000 of assessment from 10 cents to 
$14.19. Of the nine municipalities in which the public school supporters 
would suffer losses, five would have losses in excess of $4.00 per $1,000 
of assessment. For separate school supporters, there would be gains in 
four municipalities and losses in the remaining nine, with the magnitude 
of the transfers per $1,000 of assessment Seanine from $1.24 to $2.32 for 
gains and 10 cents to $11.32 for losses. In the case of the separate 
school ratepayers, the losses would exceed $4.00 per $1,000 of assessment 
in three municipalities. 

The five borough plan of Metropolitan Government would be more 
moderate than amalgamation in its financial effects, particularly on those 
municipalities which would be outside the Toronto Borough. The net 
inter-municipal transfers would be reduced to approximately $1.5 million 
or less than 40 per cent of the transfers of $3.8 million which would 
occur under total amalgamation. In the case of public school supporters, 


there would be gains in five municipalities, compared with three under 
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amalgamation, of amounts ranging per $1,000 of Metro assessment from 3 
cents to $4.16, no effect in two municipalities as opposed to one under 
amalgamation, and losses in six municipalities, instead of nine under 
amalgamation, of amounts varying per $1,000 of assessment from 7 cents 

to $14.63. The number of municipalities in which the public school 
ratepayers would suffer losses in excess of $4.00 per $1,000 of assess- 
ment would be reduced from five to three. For separate school ratepayers, 
there would be gains ranging from 62 cents to $4.20. in four municipalities, 
no effect in two municipalities and losses in seven municipalities, as 
compared with nine under amalgamation, of amounts varying per $1,000 of 
assessment from 16 cents to $11.92. The separate school ratepayers 

would suffer a loss in excess of $4.00 per $1,000 of assessment in two 
municipalities compared with three under amalgamation. 

The financial effects of the four borough system of Metropolitan 
Government, under which York would be included in the Toronto Borough in- 
stead of constituting a separate borough, would be comparable with those 
which would result from the adoption of the five borough system. The 
inter-municipal transfers at $1.6 million would be approximately the same 
as under the five borough system. The evidence suggests that York could 
be merged with the other municipalities forming the Toronto Borough in 4 
four borough system with relatively minor adjustments. 

On the basis of tkaese computations, the financial impact of a 
consolidation into four or five boroughs would be more moderate than that 
under amalgamation. The adjustments would not be significant except in 
the case of three or four municipalities where the ratepayers would suffer 
a loss in excess of $3 per $1,000 of Metro assessment. These municipalities 
are not only among the smallest in area and population but enjoy special 
advantages for a variety of reasons. Three of these smaller municipalities 
have the three highest per capita assessments and two of them have a high 
proportion of industrial and commercial assessment to total assessment. 
All of them are mature communities with well-developed services and fairly 
stable rates of growth. The special position of these municipalities may 
also be due in part to their relative freedom from some of the pressures on 


local expenditures which have been felt by other municipalities in the 
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Metropolitan area. In general they are free from burdens imposed by costly 
redevelopment projects and large-scale extension of services resulting from 
rapid growth and development. 

The following table provides a comparative summary of the respec- 
tive gains or losses which would be experienced by the individual area 
municipalities from the adoption of amalgamation or the five or four 


borough system of Metropolitan Government: 


SU B5 2 


RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES 
FROM ADOPTING AMALGAMATION OR A FIVE OR FOUR BOROUGH PLAN 
OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 


Computed By Redistributing 1959 Net Current 
Expenditure for General Purposes and Education 
In Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


Gain or (Loss)... 


Net Current Redistributed 
Expenditure on Metro 
in has Assessment Amount PuuLsc 
Amalgamation 
Toronto 60,135, 791 58, 288,025 1,847, 766 1.00 
Leaside 11753375 2 066, 630 ( 891,255) (14.19) 
Mimico 705, 222 867, 310 ("1625088 HO 4CG28 3) 
New Toronto 846, 509 1,293,118 ( 4465609) (17.35) 
Weston 694, hy. 694,116 POS WCE. 10) 
Forest Hill 1,847,006 2,010,065 ( 163,059) ( 2.62) 
Long Branch 545,512 569,027 CPGES SiS) C865) 
Swansea 560, 22h 687,872 C427 one). Os Loy 
North York 16,184,955 16,241,142 ( 56,187) 
Scarborough 12,542,866 10,871,856 1,671,010 5.24 
Etobicoke 9,929,070 11,8007 0LL (1,870,941) (5.35) 
York 6,695,294 6,799,000) (.' 96357766) (0.38 ) 
East York 3,974,313 3,588,149 286,164 2.84 
Five Borough Plan 
Borough 1 
Toronto 60,135, 791 59,123,280 POL, fa. 56 
Leaside LES} 375 2,095,519 (920; 7h1)- (44.63) 
East York 3,874, 313 3, 638, 373 235, 940 2.40 
Forest Hill 1,847,006 2,038,979 C ULOUROTs )* "¢) 3206) 
Swansea 560, 22h 697, 458 Cats ean (6.60) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 9,929,070 9,761,297 LOT (rs 46 
New Toronto 846, 509 1,065,973 COMET OLNGW) PC'S 15h) 
Mimico 705, 222 725,463 Ue OR dot. 62) 
Long Branch S45. 5l2 473,580 71,932 4.16 
Borough 3 
North York 16,184,955 16,186,564 ( 1,609) 03 
Weston 694, 244 692, 635 POO 0,07) 
Borcugh 4 
Scarborough 12,542,866 12,542,866 - 
Borough 5 
York 6,695,294 6,695,294 ~ 
Four Porough Plan 
Borough 1 . 
Loronto 60,135, 791 58, 996, 784 1,139,007 63 
Leaside PL 19s 31 2,091,114 ( 915,739) (14.56) 
East York 3,874, 313 3,630,829 243, 484. 2.47 
Forest Hill 1,847,006 2,033, 767 CP aSG FOL)" 2699) 
Swansea. 560, 22h 695, 984 ( 135,760) ( 6.53) 
York 6,695,294 6,839, 525 (Testy en eld 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 9,929,070 9, 761,297 167, 773 46 
New Toronto 84.6, 509 1,063,973 ( 219,464) ( 5.54) 
Mimico 705, 222 725,463 (WR 2G OUT) SME. Gay 
Long Branch 545,512 473, 580 71, 932 4.16 
Borough 3 
North York 16,184,955 16,186,564 ( 1,609) .03 
Weston 694, 24h 692, 635 T,cO9"' CT} 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 12,542,866 12,542,866 - 
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Limitations of Statistical Material 

The development of a satisfactory yardstick for appraising or 
assessing the individual financial adjustments entailed under amalgamation 
or partial consolidation presents great difficulties. Since the 
municipalities vary so greatly in population, area and wealth, it is 
necessary to find some common criteria for measuring the relative effects. 
The per capita basis offers some help, but has several shortcomings. For 
instance, the age composition of the population differs from one municipal- 
ity to another: a high proportion of school age children requires larger 
expenditures for education, whereas a high ratio of adults tends to 
produce a larger per capita assessment. Another index which has been 
employed in this study is that of the amount of net expenditure per 
thousand dollars of assessment. As in the previous case, the figures 
need to be interpreted with care and understanding of the limitation 
that such statistical data impose. 

No one realizes the limitations of the statistical material 
contained in this report more than those who have prepared it. Expenditures 
and revenues by function and source are not strictly comparable from one 
municipality to another. Compilations based on one year's experience 
magnify margins of error. Nevertheless, while emphasizing the need for 
caution, we are satisfied that the statistical tables and computations 
in this report provide a useful guide for the formation of impressions, 


conclusions and the basis for action. 


Summary of Observations and Se 

This study of the present form of the Metropolitan Toronto 
system of Government reveals two problems - growing disparity in 
area representation by population and increasing economic imbalance. 
These problems, if not resolved, will become more acute, as the future 
growth in population is expected to be concentrated in the three largest 
suburban municipalities. The adoption of amalgamation or a five or 
four borough system of Metropolitan Government would make possible the 
attainment of a satisfactory method of providing representation by 
population. Any one of the three plans would effect improvements in 
economic balance and, through a broader pooling of financial resources 


than now exists, result in a more uniform standard of services throughout 
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the Metropolitan area without imposing on the ratepayers of any section an 
abnormal level of taxation. 

In this report, we have been concerned primarily with an 
analysis of the problem and computing the financiel impact or incidence 
on each area municipality (as reflected by the magnitude of the inter- 
municipal transfers) rather than an appraisal of whether the net weight 
of advantage would be with (a) total amalgamation, (b) consolidation into 
a five city or borough system of Metropolitan Government or (c) con- 
solidation into a four city or borough system of Metropolitan Government. 

The computations in this report indicate that the financial 
effects on the individual area municipalities would be more moderate under 
the five or four borough plan than under amalgamation. This is not 
intended to suggest that in the long run tctal amalgamation would not be 
the best form of government for the Metropolitan Toronto area. Only time 
will demonstrate which will be the best system. However, it should be 
pointed out that partial consolidation offers an opportunity for resolving 
the problems of representation and economic balance while preserving the 
main character of the existing system. Furthermore, consolidation into 
a four or five borough system could be effected with relatively minor 
adjustments for most municipalities. There would be only three or four 
of the smaller municipalities that, on the basis of our statistical 
information, would be exposed to a sharp and significant increase in 
taxation. 

Some of the municipalities, because of accident, fortuitous 
development, sound administration, or a combination of them, enjoy special 
advantages over their neighbours. This is especially true in the case of 
three of the municipalities which would suffer the most from partial or 
total consolidation. Not only do these municipalities have the highest 
per capita assessments, but they are well-developed and stable communities, 
and are not required to assume the responsibility for a number of costly 
services that bear with relative severity on the City of Toronto or the 
suburban municipalities expertencing an explosive rate of population 
growth. 

No municipality can live in isolation, holding itself aloof 


from the stream of life that surrounds it. Where there are common 
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responsibilities there should be a readiness to share common og$ligations 
and costs. If we go back to the inception of "Metrd'we find that the same 
basic conflicts that exist today prevailed at that time. Then, as now, 
the fortunes of some municipalities were affected more by the adoption of 
the Metropolitan Toronto system of Government than others. Yet we have 
not been aware of complaints that any area municipality suffered from it. 
On the contrary, it is almost unanimously agreed that all have gained. 

The history of "Metro" has demonstrated that the people are ready’and wil- 
ling to assume common responsibilities and obligations, but quite properly 
they are entitled to be shown that the new system is in the general interest, 
that it will facilitate growth and development, be fair and just to all 
communities and can be carried out smoothly and economically without pro- 
ducing sharp adjustments in the tax rate. 

There are several methods of cushioning adjustments in the transi- 
tional period. As a preparatory step, larger grants for education could 
be provided through the Metropolitan Toronto School Board from taxation 
levied across the whole area. The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 
in accordance with a pre-arranged schedule, could assume the complete 
responsibility for services such as health, welfare and housing - functions 
which many now believe should be assigned exclusively to "Metro". 

Another possibility would be for the Metropolitan Government to inaugurate 
a system of conditional or unconditional grants to the local area munici- 
palities. 

There is also the possibility of applying a cushion through the 
temporary establishment of separate tax areas in which the rates of taxa- 
tion would be gradually adjusted to a common level during a certain period. 
For example, the rate in each tax area could be based on a proportion of 
the assessment, gradually increased or decreased, as the case may be, to 
the 100 per cent level during a period of five or ten years. Alternately, 
the adjustment could take the form of an agreement under which the rate of 
tax in each tax area would not rise in any year as a result of the con- 
solidation by more than a stated percentage or number of mills. 

If a decision in favour of some form of consolidation should 
be reached, we would suggest that a more comprehensive study be made of 


the financial effects of such consolidation on each municipality and that 
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a prescribed timetable be prepared setting forth the dates on which each 
step would become effective. Following is an illustration of the type 


of schedule which might be adopted: 


(1) On January 1, 1962, Metropolitan education grants would be raised 
by 25 per cent or by such amount or percentage as may be determined. 
(2) During 1962, a study of the additional services to be taken over 
by Metropolitan Government would be completed and, where possible, 


' 


the services would be transferred to "Metro," effective January 1, 
1963. 

(3) On January 1, 1963, if possible, or, if not, on January 1, 1961, 
the Metropolitan Government could take over the collection of all 
property and business taxes, retaining the revenue from its own 
rates but transferring the taxes levied on behalf of the area 
municipalities to each municipality. The Metropolitan Government 
now assesses all real property;, it would facilitate administration 
and achieve the economies of machine operation if "Metro" collected 
all taxes. 

(4) Effective on January 1, 1965, the plan of consolidation would be 


implemented. This would allow three years for adjustment to the 


new situation. 


The four or five city or borough system would permit a greater 
degree of flexibility than would amalgamation. In this connection, the 
observation of the Honourable Leslie M. Frost in 1953 on the occasion 
of introducing Bill 80 in the Legislature is still relevant. By adopting 
partial consolidation we will not be abandoning the present system which 
has demonstrated its capacity to get things done in a business-like way. 
Partial consolidation will solve the two problems of representation and 
economic balance, yet it would not involve the same vital and irrevocable 
decision to move into an untried area as would complete amalgamation. At 
the same time, should experience prove that it is the best course, the 
door would not be closed in the future to complete amalgamation. 

Of the two partial consolidation plans considered in this report, 
the four borough system would, in the long run, from the standpoint of 


representation and economic balance, be superior to the five city or 
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borough system. The City of Toronto is, of course, Ontario's largest 
municipality and, despite its stationary or negative rate of population 
growth, no other municipality is likely to challenge its supremacy in the 
next 20 years. The Townships of North York, Scarborough and Etobicoke 
are already large cities in fact if not in name, standing fourth, fifth 
and seventh in the Province, the first two being exceeded only by Toronto, 
Hamilton and Ottawa and the last by London as well. Since they have 
ample land for development and are located in one of Ontario's most rapidly 
growing regions their relative position is not likely to deteriorate. 
The Township of York is Ontario's eighth largest municipality, but it is 
now growing very slowly and there is little doubt that its proportion of 
Metropolitan Toronto's population will continue to decline in the face of 
the concentration of growth in the three large suburban townships to which 
reference has been made. There are, however, valid reasons for treating 
York as a separate municipality. While we believe a four city or borough 
system would accommodate itself to the needs of the years ahead somewhat 
better, we hold no strong convictions on this point, and acknowledge that 
most of the advantages envisaged for a four borough system would be 
realized by five boroughs or cities in which York would have a separate 
status. 

The nature of the problems confronting the municipalities of 
Metropolitan Toronto is clear. The solution is by no means easy. Yet 
it is not nearly so difficult as that required to overcome the problems 
that faced the municipalities of this area a decade ago. Nor are they 
so difficult that they cannot be solved in an atmosphere of understanding, 


good will and co-operation. 
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STATEMENTS SHOWING RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES 
OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES RESULTING FROM 
THE ADOPTION OF AMALGAMATION OR A FIVE OR 


FOUR BOROUGH SYSTEM OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 
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PART II 
STATEMENTS SHOWING RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES OF INDIVIDUAL 


AREA MUNICIPALITIES RESULTING FROM THE ADOPTION OF AMALGAMATION 
OR A FIVE OR FOUR BOROUGH SYSTEM OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 


List of Statements 


SECTION I - AMALGAMATION 

Summary for General Purposes and Education 

General Purposes 
General Government 
Protection of Persons and Property 
Public Works 
Sanitation and Waste Removal 
Conservation of Health 
Public Welfare 
Recreation and Community Services 
Debt Charges 

Education 
Public School Education 
Secondary School Education 
Separate School Education 

Summary by Function 


SECTION II - FIVE BOROUGH SYSTEM 

Summary for General Purposes and Education 

General Purposes 
General Government 
Protection of Persons and Property 
Public Works 
Sanitation and Waste Removal 
Conservation of Health 
Public Welfare 
Recreation and Community Services 
Debt Charges 

Education 
Public School Education 
Secondary School Education 
Separate School Education 

Summary by Function 


SECTION III - FOUR BOROUGH SYSTEM 

Summary for General Purposes and Education 

General Purposes 
General Government 
Protection of Persons and Property 
Public Works 
Sanitation and Waste Removal 
Conservation of Health 
Public Welfare 
Recreation and Community Services 
Debt Charges 

Education 
Public School Education 
Secondary School Education 
Separate School Education 

Summary by Function 
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SECTION I 


STATEMENTS SHOWING RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES 
OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES RESULTING 


FROM THE ADOPTION OF AMALGAMATION 
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AMALGAMATION 


RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES 
FROM DISTRIBUTING 1959 NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES IN ACCORDANCE 


General Purposes 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarboroush 
Etobicoke 
York 

Bast York 


Education 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


Tove. 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


_WITT MRUROPOLTTAN ASSESSMENT 


Net Current 
Expenditure 


an L997 


37,978,487 
608,555 
427,920 
456,299 
463,319 
963,971 
365,880 
370,468 

8,073,529 
6,883,154 
6,021,830 
3,912,253 
2,083,261 


©, 608, 926 


22,157, 304 
566, 820 
277, 302 
390, 210 
230,925 
883,035 
179, 632 
189, 756 

65171 5426 
5,009, (12 
3,907, 240 
2,783,041 
1,791,052 


47,127,455 


60,135, 791 
Dead ol2 
705, 222 
846, 509 
694, 244 
1,847,006 
545,512 
560, 22h 
16,184,955 
12,542,866 
9,929,070 
6,695,294 
3,874, 313 
115, 736, 301 


Distributed . 


on Metro 


Assessment 


34, 701, 391 
1223 pas 
502,993 
767, 345 
411,702 
1,193,473 
Beier 
408, 325 
9,605, 357 
6,400, 902 
6,979, 731 
3,971,194 
2,110,146 


68, 608, 926 


23,586, 634 
843,495 
364, 31.7 
Headsets 
282,414 
816,592 
236,295 
279,547 

6,635, 765 
4,470,954 
4,820, 280 
2707, G66 
2,478,003 


47,127,455 


ene a ee 


56,208,025 
2,066, 630 
3867, 310 
15293,119 
694,116 
2,010,065 
969,027 
687,872 
16,241,142 
10,871,856 
17,800, 022. 
6, 759,060 
3,588,149 
1PS5 130) 301 
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Amount 


(oy 


3,277,096 
614,580) 


1,429, 330) 
276,675) 
87,015) 
1355063) 
51,489) 
66, 443 
56, 663) 
89, 791) 
1,475, 641 
1,188, 758 
( 913,0h0) 
( 4,825) 
313,049 
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,1, 847, 766 


1,671,010 
1,870, 941) 
63, 766) 
286,164 
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__ Gain or (Loss) 


Per $1,000 of 
Metro Assessment 
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GENERAL PURPOSES 


Amalgamation 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Per $1,000 
Current Non-Tax Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Revenue(2) Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto 63,453, 718 25 4 (Syesh. ST97TO, HOT see 21.07 
Leaside Libre T 10 539,221 608,555 37.07 9.58 
Mimico 615,540 187, 620 427,920 27.58 16.38 
New Toronto 993,497 537,198 456,299 35.64 11.44 
Weston 795,461 332,142 463,319 49.95 21.66 
Forest Hill 1, 306,119 342,148 963,971 48.47 15655 
Long Branch 533,051 ri og gee bara 365,880 34.11 ea ally, 
Swansea 477,483 107,015 370,468 40.18 LTT 
North York 16,243,620 8,170,091 8,073,529. 35.35 16.18 
Scarborough 11,996,855 5,113, 701 SySoay L5H 37.10 20.70 
Etobicoke 10,539,040 4,517,210 6,021,830 44.58 16.61 
York 5, 304, 656 1,472,403 3,912,253 31.66 18.96 
East York 3,088,972 1,005, 711 2,083,261 30.84 19.01 
Total 
Expenditure 116,575, 788 47,966,862 68,608,926 46.13 19.25 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 
Toronto 34,701,391 ) 53.11 19.25 
Leaside ORR LSS! if eon 19.25 
Mimico 502,993 32.42 19.25 
New Toronto 767,845 59.97 19.25 
Weston 411,702 44.39 19.25 
Forest Hill 1,193,473 60.01 19.25 
Long Branch i ie ht ee 31.02 19.25 
Swansea 408,325 44.28 19.25 
North York 9,605,357 42.06 19.25 
Scarborough 6,400,902 34.50 19.25 
Etobicoke SOTO 73h SSbwor 19.25 
York Sh9TL, 194 » 32.14 19.25 
East York 2,110,146 31.2b 19.25 
Total Net Expenditure 68,608,926 46.13 19.25 
Gain or (Loss) 
Toronto 3,277,096 5.01 1.82 
Leaside ( 624,580) (37.44) (9.67) 
Mimico Wa 75,073) (4.8) (2.87) 
New Toronto ( 311,546) (24.33) (7.81) 
Weston 51,617 5.56 2.41 
Forest Hill (229,502) (11.54) (3.70) 
Long Branch 33,148 3.09 1292 
Swansea Cena Tost (1a. 1O) (1.,'70) 
North York (TES 31.625) C6471) (3.07) 
Scarborough 482,252 2.60 1.45 
Etobicoke 9857.90.) (7.09) (2.64) 
York ( 58,941) ( .48) ( .29) 
East York 265885) { -..40) ( .2h) 


(1) Exclusive of Metro levies, provisions for reserves and allowances and 
prior year's deficit. 
(2) Exclusive of prior year's surplus. 
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G&ZNERAL GOVERNMENT 


Amal zamation 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE 


WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Aetual 
Expenditure 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


Total 
Expenditure 


Expenditure 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

Bast York 


Total 
Expenditure 


Expenditure(1) 


Current 


9,528, 374 
76,531 
68, 844. 
73,460 
72,525 

117, 848 
88, 64.4. 
69, 285 

857, 64L 

1,169,143 

1,21 hse 

217, 911 

226, 331 


enamel 


14,140,589 


Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


7,252,102 
252,094 
103,670 
158,256 

8h.,855 
ahs, 960 
65,576 
84,157 

1,979, 706 

1, 319,254 

1,438,552 


818, 4.78 


434, 909 


14,140,589 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


(1) 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


2,376,272 


175,563) 
34,826) 
8h, 796) 
12, 330) 

128,132) 
20,068 
Ub O72) 


1,122,065) 


150,111) 
22,100) 
2h0, 967) 
208,578) 


Per 
Capita 


2+93 
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9.51 


10.95 
15.36 
6.68 
12.36 
9.15 
12ie% 
6.39 
9.13 
8.67 
gE 
10.65 
6.62 
64h 


9.51 
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Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Per $1, 000 
of Metro 
Assessment 
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a Anal games ion 
PROTECTION OF PERSONS AND PROPERTY 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Provincial Per.$1, 000 © 
Current Fire and Per of Metro 
Expenditure(l) police Grants | Amount Capita Assessment 
) “tay is 2 a 
Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto 8,905,801 71,952 8,833,349 13.52 4.90 
Leaside 199,032 845 198,187 12,07 3.12 
Mimico 64,034 529 63,505 4.09 2.43 
New Toronto 137,975 180 137,795 10.76 3.45 
Weston 98 , 066 190 97,376 10.55 4.58 
Forest Hill 218,104 1,653 216,451 10.88 3.49 
Long Branch 68, 888 283 68, 605 6.39 2.07 
Swansea 91, 309 34 91,275 9.90 4.30 
North York 1,452,753 3,392 1,449, 361 6.35 2.91 
Scarborough 13373) 742 3, Ll 1,370,630 7-39 4.12 
Etobicoke Vy128) 327 2,425 1,125,902 8.34 S00 
York 792,897 2,882 790,015 6.39 3.83 
East York 396, 064 1,649 394,415 5.84 3.60 
Total Expenditure 14,926,991 89,125 14,837,866 9. 4.16 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 
Toronto 1,908,719 11.49 4.16 
Leaside 264,524 FOL. eae) 
Mimico 108, 781 7-01 4.16 
New Toronto 166, 060 12.97 4.16 
Weston 89,038 9.60 4.16 
Forest Hill 258,109 12.98 4.16 
Long Branch 71,959 6.71 4.16 
Swansea 88, 307 9.58 4.16 
North York 2,077, 325 9.10 4.16 
Scarborough 1, 384, 306 7.46 4.16 
Etobicoke 1,509, 488 Tero 4.16 
York 858,829 6.95 4.16 
East York 456,355 6.76 4.16 
Total Net Expenditure 14,837,866 9.98 4.16 
Gain or (Loss) 
Toronto 1,329,074 2.03 Pig 
Leaside ( 66,337) (4.04) (1.04) 
Mimico ( 45,276) (2.92) (L373) 
New Toronto { 255265) +(2e2) (en) 
Weston 8,838 95 42 
Forest Hill ( 41,658) (2.10) ( 667) 
Long Branch ( gu3gseh) <( 232) ( 949) 
Swansea 2,968 32 14 
North York ( 627,964) (2.75) (1.25) 
Scarborough (7pE3y676) °° &.<07) ( 30%) 
Etobicoke ( 383,586) (2.84) (1.05) 
York ( e6o¢o2 ( 356) (483) 
Bast York ( 46i8gho) (492) ( .56) 
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- 38 - Amel zemation 
PUBLIC WORKS 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITI£S IN METROFOLITAN TORONTO IN 195° IN ACCORDANCE WiTH 


Se anienetiiaieesat a ee ee a 6 ce RS 


Provincial Av ___Net Expenditure 
Road and Per $1,000 
Current Winter Works Per of Metro 
Expenditure(1) Grants Ss Amount Capita Assessment 
$} ($) ($) 

Actual 

Expenditure 

Toronto 2,813, 708 1,806,502 1,007,206 154 56 
Leaside 192,061(2) 7,974(2) 95,087 5.79 1.50 
Mimico 122,603 38, 650 83,953 5.41 3.21 
New Toronto 134, 236 56, 932 TT, 304 6.04 1.94 
Weston 149,212 30,150 Tae 2. 5.26 
Forest Hill 287, 968 25,825 262,143 3516 4.23 
Long Branch 48,758 20,239 28,519 2.66 1.65 
Swansea 65,838 12,500 53, 338 FiO 2.51 
North York 4, 770, 667 1,621,455 3,149,212 13.79 6.3L 
Scarborough 3,394, 7L5 Let ONT 2923 ,068' 10.36 5.78 
Etobicoke 1,913, 345 751,566 1,161,779 8.60 3.20 
York 769,660 165, 796 604,064 4.89 2.93 
East York 284, 761 57,426 227, 335 3.37 2.07 
Total Expenditure 14,948,732 6,163, 247 8,785,485 5.91 2.47 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


Toronto 4,443,570 6.80 ED Te 
Leaside 156, 624 9.54 ay 
Mimico 64,409 Wid 2.47 
New Toronto 98, 324 7.68 2.47 
Weston 52,719 5.68 les 
Forest Hill 152,826 7.68 Pe lg 
Long Branch 42,607 3.97 Oily, 
Swansea 52,287 5.67 Ayer 
North York 1,229, 982 5.39 2.47 
Scarborough 819, 646 4 4e 2.47 
Etobicoke 893, 766 6.62 Diadhiy 
York 508,518 Tie a7 
East York 270,207 00 eG 
Total Net Expenditure 8, 785,485 5.91 2.47 
Gain or (Loss) 

Toronto (3,436,364) (5.26) (1.91) 
Leaside Pet S37)) » (3.75) (1507) 
Mimico 19, 544 1.26 Th 
New Toronto bi hieek, O20) CLVGR) ( .53) 
Weston 59,758 6.45 a0 
Forest Hill 109, 317 5.90 L710 
Long Branch COO), (1.489 pupa) 
Swansea 1,051 PI | .O4 
North York 1,919,230 8.40 3.84 
Scarborough 1,103,422 59k 3.32. 
Etobicoke 268,013 1.98 Arig 
York 95, 546 vine 46 
East York fe wie. G72). {.63) ( .40) 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
(2) Includes provincial subsidy of $81,524 for Thorucliffe Bridge. 
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SANITATION AND WASTE REMOVAL 


Amel. zamation 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE 


Actual 


Expenditure 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

Bast York 


Total 
Expenditure 


Expenditure 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 


Scarborough 


Etobicoke 
York 

East York 
Total 
Expenditure 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


(1) 


a eee 


Current 


Expenditure (1) 


7, 324, 348 
87, 346 
148,890 
101, 330 
60,017 
64, 700 
59, 685 
29,177 
1,626,202 
1, 724, 744 
1,570, 674 
833,753 
271,532 


eee 


13,932,399 


7,046, 804. 
2h8, 382 
102,143 
155,926 

83, 604 
ahe, 358 
67,568 
82,918 

1,959,557 

1,299,830 

1,417, 372 
806, 430 
4.28, 507 


13,932,399 


27, 323 
( 156,975) 
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6.58 
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12.18 


LON ee 
On FLU» 

—~ M1 

Fw 

we a 


Por nD 
_ 
fo 
— 


— 
NO 

Os 
Ne) 

~~ 


Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Per $1,000 
of Metro 
Assessment 
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Distributed in Accoraance With Metropolitan Assessment 
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CONSERVATION OF HEALTH 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITii 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Health Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1 Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
($) $ 
Actual 
ixpenditure 
Toronto 3,016,513 193,456 2,823,053 ( 4.32 aM 
Leaside 23,845 - 23,845 1.45 38 
Mimico 7,126 - 7:20 46 ei 
New Toronto 13,903 - 13,903 1.09 235 
Weston 16, 700 - 16, 700 1.80 -78 
Forest Hill 26, 366 - 26, 366 1.33 43 
Long Branch 4,826 - 4,826 5 28 
Swansea 10,476 - 10,476 1.14 49 
North York 421,200 2,000 419,200 1.84 Bh. 
Scarborough 315,491 - 215,491 Lo 295 
Etobicoke 231, 641 12,252 219, 389 Vee 61 
York 246, 777 - 246,777 2.00 1.320 
East York 119,109 - 119,109 176 1.09 
Total 
Expenditure 4,453,973 207, 708 4,246,265 2.85 1.19 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


Total Net Expenditure 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


ee eee 


2,147,699 
15, TOL 
Si eat, 
i? 5e2 
25,480 
73,865 
20,593 
25,272 

594, 48h. 
396,157 
431,981 
2h5, 781 
4.30;,999 


4, 246,265 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
15,767) 
( 
( 
( 
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(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
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PUBLIC WELFARE 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 


MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


——— 


Net Expenditure 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Welfare Per of Metro 
Expenditure Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
| $ ($) 
Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto O, 343, O57 5,121, 308 3,222,549 4.93 Boe 
Leaside 2,2kh4 1,489 755 -05 mere 
Mimico 25,566 17,478 8,088 52 231 
New Toronto 35,595 23,982 125, Obs 91 .29 
Weston 13,420 7,922 5,498 59 .26 
Forest Hill 14,957 9,687 5,270 .26 .08 
Long Branch 27,108 19,120 7,988 rel 46 
Swansea 2,824 - 2,82h WoL mice 
North York 388,072 259,075 128,997 56 .26 
Scarborough 325, 888 218,478 107, 410 58 32 
Etobicoke 142,929 79,148 63, 781 7 18 
York 197,529 112,074 85,455 69 e255 
Rast York 29,970 34,973 24,997 ee) -en 
Total “yor mma Ls Pert t on ee 
Expenditure 9,579,959 5,904, 734 2.07 5y ae) 2.47 1.05 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

Bast York 


Total Net Expenditure 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 
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, 858,875 
65,521 
26, 944 
4a ,132 
22,054 
63,932 
17,824 
21,873 

514,537 
342,882 
373,688 
212,728 
113,035 


3,075,225 


» 363, 674 
64, 766) 
18,856) 
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58, 662) 
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GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 


sah FEED ches 


Anelgemation 


RECREATION AND COMMUNIZY S.xV10RS 


METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Actual 
Expenditure 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 
Total 
Expenditure 


Current 


Expenditure (1) 


5,536,169 
133,857 
99, 363 

4h 217 
50,065 
iD» 223 
56,529 
4, 827 
L803, 020 
719, 561 
193,075 
609,803 


261,481 


9, 728, 281 


Provincial 
Recreation 


Grants 
a) 


12,000 
hk, 700 
2,921 


1,750 
4, 768 


38, 000 
20,255 
{3900 
6, 743 
5, 600 


104, 237 


Net Expenditure 


Per 
Amount Capita 
eae . 
5,524,169 8.45 
cepa f 7-87 
56,442 3.64 
4,217 3.45 
4S, 325 5.21 
70, 745 3-56 
56,529 Bley 
4h, 827 4.86 
1,345,821 5.89 
699, 306 Bidet 
745,575 De 
603, 060 h .88 
255,381 3-19 
9,624,044 Cet 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest will 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


Total Net Expenditure 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Mimico 

New Toronto 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Long Branch 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 

East York 


HOOT, (OL (345 
17s 5 (2 10.45 
{03 Dat 4.55 
107, 709 8.41 
57, ToL 6.23 
16%, 413 8.42 
46, 674 4.35 
27,217 6.21 

1, 347, 381 5 «90 
897,880 4.84 
979,074 7-25 
591,059 4.5L 
295,998 4.38 


9, 62h, O40, 6.47 


6556, 468 1.00 

Ce ey) (26S) 
CWE BOS) ea) 
( 63,492) (4.96) 
CA SP 3h Say Ga 92) 
( 96,668) (4.86) 
9,855 92 

OC) VieeeO) > Cao 
ies els 2) Mm We 0 
Cigars pa) CTOg)) 
( 233,499) (1.73) 
46,005 737 
Oey aa), Gao) 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Per $1,000 
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DEBT CHARGES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Debenture Per $1,000 
Debt Charges Per of Metro 
Debt Charges Recoverable Amount Capita Assessment 

Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto 16,573, 634 9,465,955 TOT; OTF, 10.00 3.94 
Leaside 418, 337 160,921 257,416 15.68 4.05 
Mimico 98, 613 54,531 hi, 082 2.84 1.69 
New Toronto 391,978 305, 923 86,055 6.72 2.16 
Weston 301, 541 189, 939 111,602 12.03 5.22 
Forest Hill 497,016 206, 729 290,287 14.60 4.68 
Long Branch 156,591 BT HOT $15, Cou" "11.08 6.88 
Swansea. 122, 703 55,401 67, 302 7.30 3.17 
North York 4,271,252 2,292, 662 1,978,590 8.66 3.97 
Scarborough 2,852, 466 2,129,551 722,915 3.90 “pd thy 
Etobicoke 3, 333,040 2,374,656 958, 384 718) 2.64 
York 1,274,074 456,480 817,594 6.62 3.96 
East York 1,158, 969 658, 285 500,664" 1s 71. 4.57 
Total 
Expenditure 31,450,214 18, 388,740 13,061,474 8.78 3.67 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Metropolitan Assessment 
Toronto 65606) 3030 nO.) 3.67 
Leaside 232,855 14.19 3.67 
Mimico 95, 758 6.17 3.67 
New Toronto 146,179 11.42 3.67 
Weston 78, 378 B.45 3.67 
Forest Hill 227,208 | 11.42 3.67 
Long Branch 63, 344 5.91 3.67 
Swansea Tix135 8.43 3.67 
North York 1,828,627 8.01 3207 
Scarborough 1215,.576 6.57 3.67 
Etobicoke ices py ae 9.84 3.67 
York 756,019 6.12 3.67 
East York hO1, 721 5.95 3.67 
Total Net Expenditure 13,061,474 3478 3.67 
Gain or (Loss) 
Toronto 501, 376 A ir Bey 
Leaside 24,561 1.49 38 
Mimico Com COTO (3533). bees 
New Toronto CeO ve (i 70) (1.51) 
Weston 33, 224 3.58 1.55 
Forest Hill 63,079 3,10 150 
Long Branch 55,540 eee 3.21 
Swansea 10,433) (1.13) (350) 
North York 149,963 505 30 
Scarboraugh ( 495,661) (2.67) (1.50) 
Etobicoke £7270, 307) (2, 74) (1.03) 
York 61,575 50 .29 
East York 98 , 963 1.46 -90 
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PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR PUBLIC SCHOO! PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


‘Per Pupil by Per $1,000 
Current Non-tax Municipality of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Revenue(2) Amount Cf Residence(3) Assessment 
($) ($) ($) 

Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto 26,263,296 123558,;265) 137705,031 199.79 B3Ly 
Leaside 678,594 344, 970 333, 624 182.30 5.54 
Lakeshore (4) 1,165,635 741,736 

Mimico 125,279 93.7015) 5.52 

New Toronto 212,835 93.70(5) 5.55 

Long Branch 85, 785 93.7015 5.51 
Weston 348, 902 227,693 121,209 97-43 5.92 
Forest Hill 871,182 355,461 515, 721 250.10 8.65 
Swansea 234, 314 130, 761 103,553 123.57 5.08 
North York 12,526,655 7,457,058 5,069,597 125.09 10.86 
Scarborough 9,821,419 6,242,465 3,578,954 101.44 11760 
Etobicoke 5,971,102 3,779, 638 2,191,464 96.00 6.45 
York 4,195,992 2,600,098 1,594, 994 109.29 8.40 
East York 2,767,939 1,619,064 Lgl tOeoso 145.04 11.34 
Total 
Expenditure 64,845,030 36,058,109 28,786,921 143.95 8.64. 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With 
Metropolitan Assessment for Public School Purposes 
Toronto 14,592,294 212.73 8.64 
Leaside 519,893 284.09 8.64 
Lakeshore 

Mimico 196,036 126.3765) 8.64 

New Toronto 331,472  146.37(5 8. 6h, 

Long Branch 134,583 146.37\9 8.64 
Weston 176,920 142.22 8.64 
Forest Hill 515, 049 249.78 8.64 
Swansea 176,044 210.08 8.64 
North York 4,031,831 99.49 8.64 
Scarborough 2,663, 733 7550 8.64 
Etobicoke 2,934,097 128.53 8.64 
York 1,640,015 112.38 8.64 
East York 874,954 110.46 8.64 
Total Net Expenditure 28, 786,921 143.95 8.64 
Gain or (Loss 
Toronto (887,263) (12.94) ( .53) 
Leas ide (186,269) (101.79) (3.10) 
Lakeshore 

Mimico (C70 757)) 52.67) (3) (3.12) 

New Toronto (118,637) 52.67) (2) (3.09) 

Long Branch ( 48,798)  ( 52.67) (3159 
Weston (55,711) ( 44.79) (2.72) 
Forest Hill 672 32 ,02 
Swansea (A72740n)? ( S6p5x0 (3.56) 
North York 1,037, 766 25.60 2.22 
Scarborough 915,221 25.94 2.97 
Etobicoke (Thaso33))> ( 32253) (2.195 
York ( 45,021) 3.09) ( .25) 
East York 273,921 34..58 2.70 


(1) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior year's deficit. 

(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus but 
inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 

(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their municipality 
of residence. 

(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for public 
school purposes. 

(5) Based on average for Lakeshore. 
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SECONDARY SCHOOL EDUCATION 


Amal gamation 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SECONDARY SCHOOL PURPOSES 


a er te RR Ee a eR a 


Current Non-Tax 
Expenditure (1) Revenue (2) Amount 
oy 

Actual 
Expenditure 
Toronto 15,466,128 8,487, 323 6,978, 805 
Leaside 483,863 305,835 178,028 
Lakeshore (4) 941, 956 627,463 

Mimico 95,750 

New Toronto 150, 328 

Long Branch 65,415 
Weston 639,017 Sul, 354 94, 663 
Forest Hill 641, 305 313, 206 328 , 099 
Swansea 12,091 - (2,097 
North York 5,107,875 2,589,720 2,518,155 
Scarborough 4,118,855 Pabhe ob SP GT 571 
Etobicoke 3,576,590 2,241,900 1,331¥, 690 
York 2,210,406 1,300, 445 909, 961 
East York 1,097, 647 593, 806 503, S41 
Total ae ny Siu MSMR YT lai pet REI 
Expenditure 34, 355,739 19,449,336 14,906,403 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With 


Metropolitan Assessment for Secondary School Purposes 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Lakeshore 
Mimico 
New Toronto 
Long Branch 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 
East York 


Total Net Expenditure 


Gain or (Loss) 


Toronto 
Leaside 
Lakeshore 
Mimico 
New Toronto 
Long Branch 
Weston 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
North York 
Scarborough 
Etobicoke 
York 
East York 


7,495, 792 
267, 688 


110,166 
168 , 1.74 
72 9875 
90, 1°71 
261 , 395 
89,432 
2,094, 784 
1,401,299 


Lh, 906, 403 


516,987) 
89, 660) 


( 
( 
( 11,426) 
( 17,846) 
( 7,460) 


4492 
66, 70 


eer, 335) 


423 371 
ARNE Ve 
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Wa 676 


Municipalit 


of maaan 3) A 
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Net Kxpenditure 
Per Pupil by Per $1,000 


of Metro 
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(1) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior year’s deficit. 

(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus but 
inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 

(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their 


municipality of residence. 


(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for 


secondary school purposes. 


(5) Based on average for Lakeshore. 
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- 46 - Amalgamation 
SEPARATE SCHOOL EDUCATION 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING ADJUSTED SEPARATE SCHOOL LEVIES OF 


AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SEPARATE SCHOOL, >urposas (2) 


Adjustment 
for Surplus or Adjusted Separate School Levies 

Separate Deficit cf i paar I 15 «16 BE Per $1,000 

School Current and of of Metro 

Levies (2) Prior Year(3) Amount Enrolmert (4) Assessment 

(8) oe doe (3) (3) ($) 
Separate School 
Levies 
Toronto tS io - 2,289 1,473,468 68.05 16.03 
Leaside 55,253 - 85 55,100 137.92 16.69 
Mimico 46,838 + 6,435 53,273 83.50 15.52 
New Toronto 27,086 - 39 27,047 64.55 LT.06 
Weston 15,076 - 23 13,055 32.72 16.62 
Forest Hill 39,276 - 61 39,215 - 16.5e 
Long Branch 28,476 - yoy 28,432 74.82 16.68 
Swansea 14,127 - 21 14,106 - 16.96 
North York 524,451 = TT 523,674 133.69 17.40 
Scarborough 407,803 =) G26 407,187 79.05 16.97 
Etobicoke 259,167 $21,919 381,086 99.16 Were 
York oe ~ kas 278,086 118.84 16.92 
East York Ds 55L eae) 103 336 147.48 16.61 
Total Levies 3,410,372 235199 3,434,131 5250 16.92 


Adjusted Separate School Levies 
Assessment for Separate School Purposes 


Distributed in Accordance with Metropolitan 


Toronto 1,498,548 69.21 16.92 
Leaside 55,914 139.79 16.92 
Mimico 50,115 91.09 16.92 
New Toronto 25,627 61.26 16.92 
Weston 15,323 Sasa) 16.92 
Forest Hill 4O,148 - 16.92 
Long Branch 28 , 837 75.89 16.92 
Swansea 14,071 - 16.92 
North York 509,170 129.99 16.92 
Scarborough 405, 922 78.81 16.92 
Etobicoke 363,495 94.59 16.92 
York 278,077 118.34 16.92 
East York __ 140, 884 150.20 16.92 
Total adjusted Levies 3,434,131 E8550 16.92 
Gain or (Loss) 

Toronto (25,080) (1.16) ( .29) 
Leaside GC ahe) (3407) C523) 
Mimico ( 4,842) (7-59) (v.47) 
New Toronto 1,420 3.39 94 
Weston (276) ( .59) ( .30) 
Forest Hill ( 933) - f ee 
Long Branch C05) (07) 2h 
Swansea 35 - Ol 
North York 14,504 3.70 48 
Scarborough 1,265 ook 205 
Etobicoke 7,591 4.57 82 
York 9 - 
East York ( 2,548) (2572) (33) 


(l)perived from the difference between Metropolitan assessment for secondary and 
public school purposes. 
(2) toluding supplementary taxation before adjustment for tax losses. 


(3 )Aajustea to eliminate the effect on the tax levy of prior year's surplus or 
deficit and current year's surplus or deficit. 
4 Based upon September 1959 enrolment without regard to municipality of residence. 
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-~ 47 - Amalgamation 
SUMMARY BY FUNCTION 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NST CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA MUNICIPALITIgS 
IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT _ 


New Forest Long North East 
Toronto Leaside Mimico Toronto Weston Hill Branch Swansea York Scarborou Etobicoke York York 
kc Pace “) ““) 0 Sas ee he ees “) (3) $ 


Gain or (Loss) in Dollars 


General Government 2,376,272 (175,563) ( 34,825) ( 84,796) (12,330) (128,132) 20,068 (14,872) (1,122,065) ( 150,111) ( 224,100) (240,967) (208,578) 
Protection of Persons Z 

and Property 1,329,074  ( 66,337) ( 45,276) (28,265) 8,838 (41,658) eee 2,968 ( 627,964) ( 13,676) ( 383,586) ( 68,824) ( 61,940) 
Public Works (3,436,364) ( 61,537) 19,544 ( 21,020) 59,758 109,317 (14,088 1,051 1,919,230 1,103,422 268,013 95,546 ( 42,872) 
Sanitation and 

Waste Removal 277,544 (161,036) 46, 747 ( 54,596) feet (177,658) ( 7,882) (23,741)  ( 324,355) hah O14 153, 302 27,323 (156,975) 
Conservation of Health 675,358 (51,356) ( 24,005)  ( 33,619) ( 8,780 47,499) (15,767) (14,796)  (. 175,284) ( 80,666) ( 212,592) 996 (11,490) 
Public Welfare 1,363,674  ( 64,766) (183,856)  ( 29,519) (16,556) 58,662) (9,836) (19,049)  ( 385,540) ( 235,472) ( 310,107) (127,273) ( 88,038) 
Recreation and 

Community Services 656,468 (42,417) ( 14,115)  ( 63,492) (9,436) ( 96,668) 9,855 (12,450) ( 1,560) ( 198,574) ( 233,499) 46,005 ( 40,117) 
Debt Charzes 501,376 24561 (51,676) ( 60,124) 33, 22h 63,079 55,540 (10,433) 149, 963 ( 495,661) ( 370,387) 61,575 98, 963 
Other (__466,306) (_15,629) 47, 390 63, 885 20,436 148,379 (1,388) 53,465 ( 964,253) 128,076 355,055 146,678 48h 162 

Total, General Purposes 3,277,096 (614,580) ( 75,073) (312,546) 51,617 (229,502) 33,148 (37,857) (1,531,828) 482,252 ( 957,901) ( 58,941) ( 26,885) 
Public School Education ( 887,263) (186,269) ( 70,757) (118,637) (55,711) 672 (48,798) (72,491) 1,037, 766 915,221 ( 742,633) (45,021) 273,921 
Secondary School Education ( 516,987) ( 89,660) ( 11,416) ( 17,846) 4,492 66,704 ( 7,460) (17,335) 423,371 272,272 ( 187,998) 40,137 41,676 
Separate School Education (__25,080) ( 746) (4,842) 1,420 ( 270) 02933) (__405) Pe 3D __ 14,504 poe 17, 59 9 (__ 2,548) 

Total, Education (1,429,330) (276,675) ( 87,015) (135,063) (51,489) 66,443 (56,663) (89,791) 1,475, 641 1,183,758 ( 913,0h0) ( 4,825)  313,0k9 

Grand Total 1,847, 756 (891,255) (162,088) (446, 609) 128 (163,059) (23,515) (127,648) ( 56,187) 1,671,010 (1,870,941)  ( 63,766) 286,164 
Gain or (Loss) Per $1,000 
of Assessment 
General Government 1.32 eo 77) (1.34) (2.13) (58) (2.07) 1.16 ( .70) (2.25) ( .45) ( .62) (1.17) (1.91) 
Protection of Persons 

and Property 74 ( 1.04) (1.73) ( .71) 42 fa6Ty? .*C 219) 14 (1.25) ( .O4) (1.05) ( .33) ( .56) 
Public Works (1.91) (Si) 74 ( .53) PTS) 1.76 (- .82) o4 3.84 Feat ars 46 ( .40) 
Sanitation and 

Waste Removal a5 ( 2.54) 1.79 (1.37) (1.10) (2.87) ( .46) (1.12) ( .65) 1.28 42 13 (1.43) 
Conservation of Health 33 { .81) ( .92) ( .84) ( .41) CoG (o3) (91) ( .70) (§.35) ( .2h) (_ .58) ol (10) 
Public Welfare ~76 ( 1.02) ( .72) (-.7h) ge) 095) *( 4.57%) ( .90) egy ( .%) ( .85) ( .62) ( .80) 
Recreation and 

Community Services 36 ( .67) ( .54) (1.59) ( 4k) (1.56) 57 ( .59) - ( .60) ( .64) 22 (SEAS iB 
Debt Charges +27 +38 (1.93) (1.51) 1.55 1.01 3-21 (50) 30 (1.50) (1.03) +29 90 
Other (_.25) (G23) 1.83 1.61 bao> 2.41 ( .07) 2.55 (1.94) _ +k _ +98 72 43 

Total, General Purposes 1.52 (_9.67) (2.87) (7-81) 2.41 (3.70) 1.92 (1.78) (3.07) 1.45 (2.64) ( .29) ( .2h) 
Public School Education ( .53) ( 3.10) (S512) (3.09) (2.72) -O1 (3.13) (3.56) 2.22 2.97 (2.19) ( .2h) 2.70 
Secondary School Education ( .29 ( 1.42) ( cay ( .45) 21 1.07 ( a ( .82) 85 .82 ( .52) .19 .38 
Separate School Education ( .29) {2 423) (1.42 94 ( .30) ( .40) (enon oh 48 -05 2 - ie Beal) | 

Total, Public and Secondary { .82} ( 4.52) (3.55) (3.54) (2.51) 1.08 (3.57) (4.38) 3.07 3.79 (2071) ( .05) 3.08 

Total, Separate and Secondary ( .58) ( 1.65) (1.85) 49 ( .0S) .67 ( .68) ( .78) 1.33 87 30 19 07 
Grand Total, Public School 

Supporters 1.00 (14.19) (6.43) (11.35) (%.10)) (2.62) (1.65) (6.16) - 5.2h (5.35) ( .34) 2.84 
Grand Total, Separate Rage ae re og sae es 

School Supporters 1.24 (11.32) (4.72) (752) 2.32 (3.03) 1.24 (2.56) (1.74) 2.32 (2.34) ( .10) C 172 
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SECTION II 


STATEMENTS SHOWING RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES 
OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES RESULTING 
FROM THE ADOPTION OF A FIVE BOROUGH SYSTEM 


OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 
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FIVE BOROUGH SYSTEM OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMEN? 

RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES 

FROM DISTRIBUTING 1959 NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES IN ACCORDANCE 
__WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT 


Gain or (Loss) 


Net Current Distributed Per $1,000 of 
Expenditure on Metro Metro Assessment 
in 1959 Assessment Amount Public Separate 
General Purposes 
Borougn 1 
Toronto 37,978,487 36, 774, 793 1,203,694 67 67 
Leaside 608,555 Wyeobre17 (ly eeeee)  (rors2). (Lone) 
East York 2,083,261 aMp36,027 ( 182,966) . ©1539) ( 1.39) 
Forest Hill 963,971 WeeGl Tes -( 300/812) (6485): ( W859 
Swansea 370, 468 beosoo 6 a 62, 25h) oR) (BADR 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 6,021,830 5,913, 356 108,474 30 30 
New Toronto 456,299 650,533. ( -4'94,234) 6587) ( 4.87 
Mimico 427,920 426,144 1,576 .O7 07 
Long Branch 365, 880 281,896 83, 984 4.86 4.86 
Boreugh 3 
North York 8,073,529 USCA Ss 5 aaman Otho BPE ea (ea) Po ee 
Weston 463, 319 350, 865 112,454 5.27 5.27 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 6,883,154 6,883,154 - - - 
Borough 5 
York 379123293 Sy G9le 253 S = r 
Education 
Borough 1 
Toronto 22,157, 304 Ge UO sO 7 el Ol Looe Mel.) (yi 03)) 
Leaside 566,820 TO TAOD are ae eye mn. L) (La O) 
East York U, (91,052 1,402,146 388 , 906 3.79 62 
Forest Hill 883,035 773,296 109, 739 1.79 Tw22 
Swansea 189, 756 264, 736 Yer OL eT) Ca 8) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 3,907,240 3,847, O41 59,299 “6 aoe 
New Toronto 390, 210 his bho  siereeare20)  eerre67) “51 
Mimico 277, 302 SOO SIG Moree rOre)) MCT s09) wal Peos) 
Long Branch 179, 632 191 68h i le gas obe)y fe 4ef0), 4.06) 
Borough 3 
North York 8,111,426 8,000, 581 110,845 .24 5 
Weston 230,925 BUA, 770 CAROLS). ie Sesh) OC Laat 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 5,659, 712 5,659, Tle ~ - - 
Borough 5 
York 2, 783,041 2,783,041 - ~ - 
Total 
Borough 1 
Toronto 60,135, 791 59,123,280 27012 512. 56 64 
Leaside ML 315 2,095,519 Op 2hh)}” (14.63) i.e) 
East York 3,874, 313 3, 638, 373 235,940 e2h0 (et 
Forest Hill 1,847,006 3,038,079 ¢ So,073) VG 4206) “( 3863) 
Swansea 560,224 697,458. & 47,234) § ©6260) (346) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 9,929,070 9,761,297 167,773 46 62 
Wew Toronto 46,509 1,065,973 ( 219,464) (5.54) ( 4.36) 
Mimico 705, 222 qoR boa)» ABO {eos}: 01a) 
Long Branch 545,512 ys 5a0 TL, 932 4.16 4.20 
Borough 3 
North York 16,184,955 16,186,564 ( 1,609) 3) (65 
Weston 694, 244 692,635 1,609 Reva 3.90 
Borough 4 
“Scarborough 12,542,866 12,542,866 - - - 
Borough 5 
York 6,695,294 6,695,294 - - - 
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+ 50 - Five Borough Plan 
GENERAL PURPOSES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) Exclusive of Metro levies, provisions for reserves and 
allowances and prior year's deficit. 


(2) Exclusive of prior year's surplus. 


Per $1,000 
Current Non-Tax Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Revenue (2) Amount . Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 63,453, 718 25,475,231 37,978,487 58.12 S107 
Leaside LLY T, 176 539,221 608, 555 37-07 9.58 
East York 3,088, 972 1,005.7. 2,083,261 30.84 19.01 
Forest Hill Eat 342,148 70391 ad a 
Swansea 77,483 107,015 370, 4 O.. ME 
Total 69,474,068 27,469, 326 2, 00h, 7he 54.80 20.40 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 10,539,040 4,517,210 6,021,830 4.58 16.61 
New Toronto 993,497 537,198 456,299 35.64 pa ep 
Mimico 615,540 toe 427,920 27.58 16.38 
Long Branch 533,051 LOR ET 365, 880 34.11 DUTT 
Total 12,681,128 5,409,199 7,271,929 iy L6s31 
Borough 3 
North York gue rsetee 8,170,091 8,073,529 33739 eo 
Weston 795, 461 332,142 463, 319 9.95 21. 
iar 17,039,081 8,502, 233 5,536,018 35.92 16.39 
Borough 
Scarborough 11,996,855 550135,701 6,883,154 S710 20.70 
_ Borough 5 
York 5, 384,656 1,472,403 3,912,253 31.66 18.96 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 36, 774, 793 56.28 20.40 
Leaside 1,296,217 78.96 20.40 
East York 2, 236, 227 33.10 20.40 
Forest Hill 1,264, 783 ee eke 
Swansea 432,722 46.93 20.40 
Total 42,004, 742 54.80 20.40 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 5,913, 356 43.78 16530 
New Toronto 650, 533 50.81 16.31 
Mimico 426,14. 27.46 16<31 
Long Branch 281 ,896 26.28 16.31 
Total 7,271, 929 iy 16.31 
Borough 3 
North York ge Ba Lee 
Weston 350,865 37.83 16.39 
Total 8,536,048 35.92 16.39 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,203, 694 1.84 ‘OT 
Leaside ( 687,662) (41.89) (10.82) 
East York ( 152,966) ( 2.26) iain Steet 
Forest Hill (8300; 602). (15.259 ( 4.85) 
Swansea ( 62,254) ( 6.75) ( 2.93) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 108, 474 80 . 30 
New Toronto Cries ale 5.) ( 4.87) 
Mimico L776 Aube LOT 
Long Branch 83, 984. v ok} 4.86 
Borough 3 
North York Cre ksh) (49) Cuvee) 
Weston 112,454 12.12 5.27 
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- 51 - Five Borough Plan 


GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 


MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Per $1,000 
Current Per of Metro 
Eerestiditures’) Capita Assessment 
ern ara “$y 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 9,528, 374 14.58 5.29 
Leaside 76; 531 4.66 eu 
East York 226, 331 3.35 2.06 
Forest Hill 117, 848 5.93 1.90 
Swansea 69,285 rou 3.27 
Total 10, 018, 369 Eayory 1.87 
Borough 2 ta 
Etobicoke 1,214,452 8.99 aaa 
New Toronto 73,460 5.74 1.8 
Mimico 68, 84.4 nee BP. 65 
Long Branch 88, 644 8.2 5.13 
Total 1,445,400 8.30 wen 
Borough 3 
North York 857, 641 abs 1.72 
Weston We; 525 7.02 3.39 
Total 930,166 3.91 aya 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 1,169,143 6.30 3.52 
Borough 5 
York NO eee a Oo 4.67 2.80 
Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8,770,997 13.42 i 
Leaside 309,155 18.83 Lb .O7 
East York 533, 353 7.89 4.87 
Forest Hill 301, 657 15.27 AR 
Swansea 103,207 11.19 4.87 
Total 10, 01.3, 369 13.07 1.87 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,175,365 8.70 3.24 
New Toronto 129, 303 10.10 3.24 
Mimico 84, 702 5.46 3.2k 
Long Branch 56,030 5.22 3.24 
Total 1,445,400 8.30 3.24 
Borough 3 
North York 891, 936 3.91 1.78 
Weston 38, 230 4.12 176 
Total 930,166 3.01 ey 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto TET 3 We1G 42 
Leaside ( 232,62) (ihe) (3.67) 
East York ( 307,022) ( 4.54) (2.81) 
Forest Hill ( 183,809) ( o.ay) (21,97) 
Swansea ‘ess ee2es: ( 3.68) (1.60) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 39,087 .29 a 
New Toronto ( 55,843) (ok .36) (1.40) 
Mimico ( 15,858) (162) ( .61) 
Long Branch 32,614 3.04 1.89 
Borough 3 : 
North York ( 34,295) ieee.) ( .06) 
Weston 34,295 3.70 1.61 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
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- 52 - Five Borough Plan 


PROTECTION OF PERSONS AND PROPERTY 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 


AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Provincial Net Expenditure 
Fire and er oly 
Current Police Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
~p 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8,905,801 71,952 8,833, 849 13:52 4.90 
Leaside 199,032 845 198,187 12207 Fvee 
East York 396, 064 1,649 394,415 5.84 3.60 
Forest Hill 218,104 1,653 216,451 10.88 ine 
Swansea 91, 309 34 91,275 9.90 30 
Total 9,810, 310 76,133 9, 734,177 12.70 4.73 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,128, 327 2,425 1,125,902 8.34 3.11 
New Toronto 137,975 180 137, 795 10676 3.45 
Mimico 64,034 529 63,505 4.09 2.43 
Long Branch J N63033 283 68, 605 6.39 3-97 
Total 1, 399, 22h 3,417 1, 395,807 8.02 3.13 
Borough 3 
North York gi ae 3, 392 iia 6.35 ean 
Weston 98,0 190 97,87 10.55 5 
ai 1,550,819 3,502 me WheSi 6.51 oFoT 
Borough 
Scarborough L373 (44 3,111 1,370, 630 7-39 ian be) 
Borough 5 
York 792,897 2,882 790,015 6.39 3.83 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8,522,190 13.04 Eg ie. 
Leaside 300, 385 18.30 4.73 
Bast York 518, 223 hol 4.73 
Forest Hill 293,100 ee ce 
Swansea 100,279 10.387 +. 13 
Total 9,134,177 12.70 ars 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,135,036 8.40 3.13 
New Toronto 124,866 9.75 3-13 
Mimico cy Fit 3-13 
Long Branch 54,10 50 S13 
Total 1, 395,807 8.02 3.13 
Borough 3 
North York ee ue 2907 
Weston 3,592 ele) 2agT 
Total Mistiear. \y Gorse Bu07 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 311,659 48 eke 
Leaside ( 102893068) (6.233 (1461) 
East York ( 123,808) (1.83) (1.13) 
Forest Hill ( 76,649) (3.86) (1.24) 
Swansea CS Fook)” C587) ( .43) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke ( 9,134) ( .06) (,502)) 
New Toronto 12,929 1.0% 32 
Mimico ( 18,292) (1.18) ( .70) 
Long Branch 14,497 as Sh 
Borough 3 
North York ( 34,284) ( .15) ( .06) 
Weston 34, 284 3.69 1.61 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
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- 533- 
PUBLIC WORKS 


Five Borough Plan 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
(2) Includes provincial subsidy of $81,524 for Thorncliffe Bridge. 


Provincial Net Expenditure 
Road and Per $1,000 
Current Winter Works Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 2,813, 708 1,806, 502 1,007, 206 1.54 56 
Leaside 193,061 (2) 97, 974 (2) 95, 087 5.79 1.50 
East York 284,761 57,426 227, 335 3.37 ae g 
Forest Hill piles 25,825 262,143 13.18 4.23 
Swansea 5, 838 12,500 53, 338 5.78 2.51 
Total 3, 645, 336 2,000, 227 1,645,109 2.15 60 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,913, 345 751,566 1,161,779 8.60 3.20 
New Toronto 134, 236 56,932 77, 304 6.04 1.94 
Mimico 122,603 38,650 83,953 5.41 3.21 
Long Branch 48,758 20, 239 28,519 2.66 1.65 
Total 2,210, gle 867, 307 RUINED 7.76 3.0 
Borough 3 
North York 4, 770, 667 1,621,455 3,149,212 12379 oo 
Weston 149,212 36, 735 LES ATT 12514 5.2 
+ L919, 879 1,658,190 3, 261, 689 cae 6.27 
Borough 
Scarborough 3,394,715 1,471,647 1,923,068 10.36 5.78 
Borough 5 
York 769,860 165,796 604, 064 4.89 2.93 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,440,280 2.20 .80 
Leaside 50, 766 3.09 .80 
East York 87,581 130 .80 
Forest Hill 49,535 2.49 .80 
Swansea 16,947 1.84 .80 
Total 1,6%5,109 OG 80 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,099,052 8.14 3.03 
New Toronto 120, 907 9.44 3.03 
Mimico 127203 seihe 3.03 
Long Branch Wh e500) 4.88 3.03 
Total NG et ee: Tio 3.03 
Borough 3 
North York 3,127,633 13.70 6,27 
Weston 134,056 L445 6.27 
Total 3,201, 689 13.72 6.27 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto ( 433,074) tr se) ( .2h) 
Leaside 4h 321 2.70 -70 
East York 139, 754 2.07 Liva't 
Forest Hill 212,608 10.69 3.43 
Swansea 36, 391 3.94 aR 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 62,727 6 re hy 
New Toronto fas 43603)) (3.40) (1.09) 
Mimico 4, 750 31 18 
Long Branch ( 23,874) (2.22) (1.38) 
Borough 3 : 
North York vedl Oboe O09 O04 
Weston Py2h, 579) (2.32) (1.01) 
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- 54 - Five Borough Plan 
SANITATION AND WASTE REMOVAL 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 


MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Per $1,000 
Current Per of Metro 
Expenditure(1) Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 7, 324, 348 1.21. 4.06 
Leaside 87, 346 5.32 Lae es 
Kast York rel bas GS 4.02 2.48 
Forest Hill 64, 700 3.25 gyal 
Swansea 59,177 6.42 2.79 
Total 7,8C7,103 10.19 7.70 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 110, O14 11.63 4.33 
New Toronto TOL, 330 7-91 2.54 
Mimico 148,890 9.60 5.70 
Long Branch 59,686 5.56 3.45 
Total 1,880, 580 10.80 h 22 
Borough 3 
North York 1,626,202 738 3.26 
Weston 60,017 te 6.47 2.81 
Total 1, G0, 219 .10 3.24 
Borough 
Scarborough 1,724, 744 9.30 5.19 
Borough 5 
York 833,753 Goro 4 O4 


Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 


Toronto 6,835,053 10.46 3.79 
Leaside 240,918 14.67 3.79 
East York 415, 630 6.15 3.79 
Forest Hill Tee ee 3.79 
Swansea 80, 42 Ay is 7.79 
Total 7,807,103 10.19 3.79 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,529, 2ke Lie 4.22 
New Toronto 168, 233 13.14 4.22 
Mimico 110,204 ae = 
Long Branch 72,901 00 ee 
Total 1,860, 580 10.80 22 
Borough 3 
North York eee ee ey 
Weston 9, 30 T.47 Rae 
Total 1, 686, 219 Ye, 2.0 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 489,295 75 .27 
Leaside (253,572) (9.35) (2.42) 
East York ( 144,098) (2.13) (1.31) 
Forest Hill ( 170,376) (8.57) (2.75) 
Swansea ( 21,249) (2.30) (1.00) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 41,432 <als ed 
New Toronto ( 66,903) (5.23) (1.68) 
Mimico 38, 686 2.50 1.48 
Long Branch { 13,215) CLye8) ease 8 
Borough 3 
North York 9,287 .O4 .02 
Weston ( 9,287) (1.00) (92k3) 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
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i eae Five Borovgh Plan 
CONSERVATION OF H&ALTH 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Eealth Per of Metro 
Expeaditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
me) | et ela a 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 3,016,513 193,456 2,823,057 4.32 Ly Sh 
Leaside 23,845 - 23,845 1.45 38 
East York 119,109 ~ 119,109 i Wee fe) 1.09 
Forest Hill 26, 366 - 26, 366 133 ce 
Swansea 10,476 - 10,476 ial 49 
Total 3,196, 309 193,456 3,002,853 3.92 1.46 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 231, 641 12,252 219, 389 1.62 -61 
New Toronto 13,903 - 13,903 1.09 <0 
Mimico 7,126 - 1; 126 46 s27 
Long Branch _ 4,826 - 4,826 5 .28 
Total 257,496 Le, aoe 2h5, uh earl «55 
Borough 3 
North York 421,200 2,000 419,200 1.84 ou 
Weston 16, 700 ne, 16, 700 1.80 78 
Total 37, 9C0 2,000 435,900 1.83 Olt 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 315,491 315,491 dO 95 
Borough 5 
York 246,777 “ 246,777 2.00 1.20 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 2,628,972 4 02 1.46 
Leaside 92,665 5.64 1.46 
East York 159,564 QS 1.46 
Forest Hill 90,417 455 1.46 
Swansea INE ROTOS5 B55 1.46 
Total 3, 002,85: 3.92 1.46 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 199,426 1.48 55 
New Toronto 21,939 Bet (: <o 
Mimico 14,372 £93 55 
Long Branch 9,507 89 eas 
Total Obs aku 1.41 055 
Borough 3 
North York 417, 984 1.83 a 
Weston LiLo 1.93 . 
Total 435,900 1.83 mn 
Gain or (toss) 
Borough 1 
~~ Toronto 194,085 - 30 wd, 
Leaside (ee GeO) (aot) (1.08) 
East York (yPeS 1 C61) Gitt37) 
Forest Hill (RG Oa) 03.22) (1.03) 
Swansea Gseoweso) (2521) ( .97) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 19, 963 14 -06 
New Toronto ti 6 036)0) Ur .62) (2205 
Mimico (2, 7yak6) \ CCA7) ( .28) 
Long Branch € $6682) “(2hk) C27) 
Borough 3 
North York 1,216 -O1 - 
Weston ete Go) Pk ion) ( .06) 
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- 56 - Five Borough Plan 


PUBLIC WELFARE 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT BXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Welfare Per of Metro 
Expenditure Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
$ FORE) 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 3, 343,857 5,121, 308 3,222,549 4.93 P79 
Leaside 2,244 1,489 755 .05 .O1 
East York 29,970 34, 973 24,997 aS: mes 
Forest Hill 14,957 9,687 5,270 .26 .08 
Swansea 2, 82h. - 2,82 (ok .13 
Total 3,183,552 Slo tuor 3,256, 395 25 1.58 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 142,929 79,148 63, 781 7 ke 
New Toronto 35,595 23,982 11,613 91 29 
Mimico 25,506 17,478 8,088 «52 We 
Long Branch 27,108 19,120 7,988 qe : 
Total KES) 139, 728 91, 470 53 ow 
Borough 3 
North York 388, 072 259,075 128,997 .56 — 
Weston 13,420 7, 922 5,498 5 ‘2 
Total yor, 492 266, 997 134,495 wer 26 
' Borough 4 
Scarborough 325 , 888 218,478 107,410 58 ae 
Borough 5 
York 197,529 112,074 85,455 .69 hy 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 2,350,946 4.36 1.58 
Leaside 100, 489 G42 5G 
East York 173, 362 OLS 7 1.58 
Forest Hill Be oe nee 
Swansea 23,54 eA Les 
Total 3,256, 395 h.25 1.58 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 7H, 381 55 Bye 
New Toronto 8,183 64, “eu 
Mimico pie 5 sak 
Long Branch PE eo ws ed 
Total G1, +70 53 FoL 
Borough 3 
North York 128, 967 .56 .26 
Weston 5,528 60 ae 
Total 134, 1-95 57 26 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 371, 603 on iu 
Leaside ( 99,734) (6-07) (1.57) 
East York ( 148,365) (2.20) (1.35) 
Forest Hill ( 92,788), (4.67) (1..50)) 
Swansea CC BOe TEE)! (Be83) (1.45) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke Co TO GOO OS) C208) 
New Toronto 3,430 Peek! .08 
Mimico 2,728 ei er Peis 
Long Branch 4, 4he ea! 5 
Borough 3 
North York 30 - - 
Weston (30) (.01) a 
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Five Borough Plan 


- 57 - 
RECREATION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Recreation Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 5,536,169 12,000 5,524,169 Bil 3.06 
Leaside 133,857 4. 700 129,57 TOF 28 
East York 261,481 5,600 255,881 3.79 p33 
Forest Hill ign 4, 768 70, 745 ine Le 
Swansea 4h 827 - yh 827 4.8 Le We 
Total 6,051, 047 27,068 6,024,779 7.86 2.93 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 753,075 7,500 745,575 5.52 2.06 
New Toronto 4h 217 - 4,217 3.45 i 
Mimico dpe 2,921 56,442 3.64 2416 
Long Branch 56,529 - 56,529 5.27 3.27 
Total 913,18) 10,421 $02, 763 5.18 2.02 
Borough 3 
North York Alsto's Wing 38,000 1, 345,821 5.89 2.70 
Weston 50,065 1, 750 48, 315 521 2.26 
Total 1,433, 39,750 1, 394,136 5.7 2.68 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 719,561 20,255 699, 306 S077 2.10 
Borough 5 
York 609, 803 6, 743 603, 060 4.88 2.92 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 5,274, 643 CAT 2.93 
Leaside 185,917 11.33 2.93 
East York 320, 744. 4.15 2.93 
Forest Hill rigate hae 2.93 
Swansea 2X9) Sit 2.93 
Total 6,024, 779 “ee eS 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 734,105 5.43 2.02 
New Toronto 80, 759 6.31 2.02 
Mimico gate ae 2.02 
Long Branch 34 99 Bed 2.02 
Total 902, 763 5.10 2.02 
Borough 3 
North York 1, 336,837 ae sero 
Weston 57,299 on 2 
Total 1, 394,136 5.87 2.68 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough lL 
Toronto 249,526 38 8 
Leaside ( 56,760) (3.46) ( .90) 
East York ( Bho63)  ( 286) { 60) 
Forest Hill ( 110,664) (5.56) (1.79) 
Swansea (27,239) (1.97) ( .82) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 11,470 .09 Oh 
New Toronto ( 36,542) (2.86) ( .91) 
Mimico 3,539 23 14 
Long Branch 21,953 2.01 1.25 
Borough 3 
North York 8,984 -O4 -02 
Weston ( 8,98h) ( .97) ( .4e) 


(1) 


Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
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- 58 - Five Borough Filan 
DEBT CHARGES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Debenture Per $1,000 
Debt Debt Charges Per of Metro 
Charges Recoverable Amount Capita Assessment 
$) sks iar Re 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 16,573, 634 9,465,955 7,107,679 10.88 3.94 
Leaside 418, 337 160, 922 257,416 15.68 O05 
East York 1,158,969 658, 285 500, 684. ret): 4.57 
Forest Hill 497,016 206, 729 290,287 14.60 4.68 
Swansea weee (03 55,401 67, 302 7:30 Bat 
Total 18,770,659 10,547,291 8, 223, 368 10.73 3.99 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 3, 333,040 2,374,656 958, 384 7-10 2.64 
New Toronto 391,978 305, 923 86,055 6.72 2.16 
Mimico 98,613 54,531 4, O82 2.84 1.69 
Long Branch 156,592 Siglo t 118,384 Lite 6.88 
Total 3, 980, 222 2, (leony 1,207,405 6.93 a7 
Borough 3 
North York WOT, oe 2,292,662 Wales 8.56 3.97 
Weston 301,541 189, 939 111, 602 12.03 See 
Total 4572, 193 2,482,601 2,090,192 8.80 Lipa 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 2,852,466 2,129,551 722,915 3.90 eva Ds 
Borough 5 
York 15274,074 456, 480 817,594 6.62 2.96 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borougn 1 
Toronto 7,199,489 te 3.99 
Leaside 253, 763 15.46 3.99 
East York 437, 791 6.48 3.99 
Forest Hill cage’ 12.45 3.99 
Swansea 1.5 9.19 3599 
Total 8, 223, 368 10.73 a9 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 981,833 Tat PU hs 
New Toronto 108,012 8.44 ce 
Mimico e199 eee 2 ashe 
Long Branch 305 <3 2 mle 
Total 1,207,405 6.93 2 ark 
Borough 3 
North York 2,004, 285 aie Mo 
Weston 85,907 9.2 02 
Total 2,090,192 8.80 .02 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto Coughs oh kon Ra Wa i ORD 
Leaside 3,653 222 -06 
East York 62,893 93 58 
Forest Hill 42,677 2.15 69 
Swansea ( 17,413) (1.89) ( 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke ( 23,448) Cee. C07) 
New Toronto (21,957) (1.72) Peer 
Mimico (72267673) LagLure) (1.02) 
Long Branch 72,078 6.72 4.17 
Borough 3 ’ 
North York bag 095) loka -05) 
Weston 25,695 Bert 1.20 
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-~ 59 - 
PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION 


Five Borough Plan 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure _ 
Per Pupil by Per $1,000 


Current Non-Tax Municipality of Metro 
os Revenue (2) Amount of Residence(3) Assessment 
$) “ey 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 26,263,296 12,558,265 13,705,031 199.79 ape 
Leaside 678,594 34... 970 333,624 182.30 5.54 
East York 2,767,939 1,619,064 1,148,875 145.04 11.34 
Forest Hill 871,182 355,461 515,721 250.10 8.65 
ich __ 234, 314 LEAIO;TOL 103,993 TES 37 rhs 
Total 30,815, 325 15,008,521 15,806,804 194.55 8.19 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 5,971,102 3,779,638 2,191,464 96.00 6.45 
Lakeshore (4+) 1,165,635 TuL, 736 
New Toronto 212,835 93.7045) 5-55 
Mimico 125,279  93.70(9) 5.52 
Long Branch 85,785 93.70(5) 5 A 
Total 1,136, 737 4,521,374 2,615,363 95.62 6.2 
Borough 3 
North York 12,526,655 7,457,058 5,069,597 125.09 10.86 
Weston 348 , 902 227,693 121,209 97.43 5.92 
Total 12,875,557 7,684, 751 5,190,806 124.27 10.65 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 9,821,419 6,2h2, 465 3,578, 954 101.44 12.63: 
Borough 5 
ie 4,195,992 2,600,998 1,594, 994 109.29 8.40 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance 
With Borough Assessment For Public School Purposes 
Borough 1 
Toronto 13,829,853 201.61 8.19 
Leaside 492,729 269.25 8.19 
East York 829,238 104.69 8.19 
Forest Hill 488,138 236.73 8.19 
Swansea 166,846 199.10 8.19 
Total 15,806, 804 194.55 8.19 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 2,133,052 93.47 6.28 
Lakeshore (5) 
New Toronto 241,066 106.44 6.28 
Mimico 142,569 106 Wit 3 6.28 
Long Branch 97,877 106.44 6.28 
Total 2,615, 363 95.62 6.28 
Borough 3 
North York 4,972,604 122.70 10.65 
Weston 218 , 202 175.40 10.65 
Total 5,190,806 124.27 10.65 
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- 60 - Five Borough Plan 


PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION (Cont'd) 


Net Expenditure 
Per Pupil by Per $1 , 000 
Municipality of Metro 
Amount of Residence\3) Assessment 


Gain or (Loss) 


Borough 1 
Toronto (lek See} wt 382) (\ 308) 
Leaside (159,105) 86.95) (2.65) 
East York 319,637 hO.35 3.15 
Forest Hill 27,583 13.37 «46 
Swansea (763,293) (C415 053) (3.11) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 57, 0L3 e453 a 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto ( 28,231)  ( 12.74)(5) Cts) 
Mimico (17,290) ( 12.7%)(5) ( .76) 
Long Branch (225002 (1 /f 12.74)(5) NEG ie 
Borough 3 
North York 96,993 2.39 ey 
Weston ( 96,993) ( 77-97) (4.73) 


(1) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior year's deficit. 
(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus, but 

inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 
(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their munici- 


pality of residence. 


(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for public 


school purposes. 
(5) Based on average for Lakeshore. 
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- él - Five Borough Plan 


SECONDARY SCHOOL EDUCATION 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SECONDARY SCHOOL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Per Pupil by Per $1,000 
Current Non-Tax Municipality of Metro 
mependibvire ?) Revenue \=) Amount of Panidenne\>) Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 15,466,128 8,487, 323 6,978, 805 370.42 3.93 
Leaside 483, 863 305, 835 178,028 166.23 2.80 
East York 1,097,647 593, 806 503, S41 222.54 4,60 
Forest Hill 64.1, 305 313, 206 328,099 273.42 5.29 
Swansea 72,097 - 72,097 228. 88 3.40 
Total 17,761, O40 9,700,170 060, 870 310, 26 3.96 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 3,576,590 2,241, 900 1,334,690 204.33 70 
Lakeshore (4) 9h.1, 956 627,463 : . . 
New Toronto . i 150,328 248.81(5) 3.77 
Mimico . z 98, 750 248.8143} 3.78 
Long Branch - - 65,415 248, 81 3.76 
Total 1518, 546 2, 009, 363 1,649, 183 211.54 Sete 
Borough 3 
North York ples mae ee Bugera alls Pie 
Weston 39,017 544,35 9 Ss PO aan 43 
Total 5, 746, 092 3, 134,074 2,612,818 elle ste 5.0 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 431183855 2,445, 28h Bey caries 254.65 5.04 
Borough 5 
York 2,210,406 1, 300, 445 909, 961 2S \s fy ae. Wy 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance with 
Borough Assessment for Secondary School Purposes 
Borough 1 } : 
Toronto 7,045,158 373.95 3.96 
Leaside 291,595 234.91 3.96 
East York 434,381 191. & 3.96 
Forest Hill des ee See 
Swansea 055 266. Sag 
Total 8,060, 870 380. 26 3.96 
Borough 2 - 
Etchicoke 1,340,086 205,28 cha! 
Lakeshore = = & 
New Toronto 148,006 bk, 54(5) aETy 
Mimico 96,955 ae 3.71 
Long Branch 13 e44.5 chy as 
Total 1,649, 183 211.54 SPARS 
Borough 3 
North York ocend a 273.35 Bs 
Weston 107, 029 231.39 ayy, 
Total 2,612,018 ke se Deu 
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- 52 « Five Borough Plan 


SECONDARY SCHOOL EDUCATION (Cont'd) 


Net Expenditure 
Per Pupil by Per $1,000 


Municipality of Metro 
Amount of Residence Assessment 
($) 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto FOB S53) 3-53) ( .03) 
Leaside (73,567) (68.68) (1.16) 
East York 69,460 30.68 64 
Forest Hill 82,418 68.69 1.33 
Swansea (11,958) (37.96) (.56) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke ( 5,396) C295) COL} 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto 25322 4,27 t2 06 
Mimico 1,795 4.27 .07 
Long Branch 1,279 4,27 (5) .O7 
Borough 3 
North York 13,166 1.44 .03 
Weston (13 ,166) (28.25) (2.61) 


(1) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior year's deficit. 

(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus but 
inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 

(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their municipality 
of residence. 

(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for secondary 
school purposes. 

(5) Based on average for Lakeshore.. 
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- 63 - Five Borough Plan 


SEPARATE SCHOOL EDUCATION 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING ADJUSTED SEPAPATE SCHOOL LEVIES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SEPARATE SCHOOL PuRPOsES(1) 


Adjustment 
for Surplus or _ Adjusted Separate School Levies 
Separate Deficit of Per Pupil Per $1,000 
School Current any of ‘ of Metro 
Levies (2) Prior Year 3) Amount erro iments ) Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 14759757 - 2,289 1,473,468 68,05 16.63 
Leaside 55,253 - 85 55, 166 137.92 16.69 
East York tS, Bod. - 215 138, 336 147.48 16.61 
Forest Hill 39,276 i ROX 39,215 - Me 
Swansea 14,127 mi | eee 14, 106 - 16.9 
Total 1, 722, 964 ~ 2,071 1, (26,293 74.02 16.63 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 359,167 +21,919 381,086 99.16 na PY 
New Toronto 27,086 - 39 27, O47 64.55 17. 86 
Mimico ee + 6,435 534273 83.50 a 
Long Branch 28,47 - hy 28,432 7h. 82 16. 
Total 461,567 +20, O71 189, 838 92.77 17.41 
Borough 3 EFI O Re gi 
North York Eile en ee 523,674 133.69 es 
Weston 15,07 - 23 T5098 32.72 16.62 
Total 239,927 aes S 930,727 123.08 17.38 
Borough 4 i Gale Ailes ie aay Mai cua 
Scarborough 407, 803 - 616 407,187 79.05 16.97 
Borough 5 
York 275,511 - es 278,086 118. 84 16.92 


Adjusted Separate School Levies Distributed in Accordance with Borough Assessment 
for Separate School Purposes 


Borough 1 
Toronto 1,473,476 68.05 16.63 
Leaside 54,978 137.45 16.63 
East York 138, 527 147.68 16.63 
Forest Hill 39,477 - 16.63 
Swansea 13, 835 - 16.63 
Total 1, (20,293 74.82 LOeGs 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 374, 004 97.32 17.41 
New Toronto 26, 368 62.93 V7 aL 
Mimico i 594795 ENG a 
Long Branc 29,6071 70.0 aly 
Total 189, 838 92.77 uy ea 
Borough 3 
North York 522,988 ee ve 
Weston S133 34.22 Las 
Total 530, 727 123.08 17.30 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto i ease) a - 
Leaside 190 My .06 
East Yo.-k (291) (.20) se) 
Forest Hill ( 262) - ed? yf 
Swansea Sag - 033 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 7,082 1. 84 33 
New Toronto 679 1.62 45 
Mimico ees (10.12) (1.90) 
Long Branch 1,239) ( 3.26) Civitas. 
Borough 3 
North York 686 A brs .02 
Weston (686) ( 1.50) (7a) 


(1) Derived from the difference between Metropolitan assessment for secondary and 
public school purposes. 

(2) Including supplementary taxation before adjustment for tax losses. 

(3) Adjusted to eliminate the effect on the tax levy of prior year's surplus or 
deficit and current year's surplus or deficit. 

(hY Rased nnon Sentemher 19059 enrolment without regard to mnicinalityv of residence. 
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Gain or (Loss ) in Dollars 


General Government 
Protection of Persons 
and Property 
Public Works 
Sanitation and 
Waste Removal 
Conservation of Health 
Public Welfare 
Recreation and 
Community Services 
Debt Charges 
Other 


Total, General Purposes 


Public School Education 
Secondary School Education 
Separate School Education 


Total, Education 
Grand Total 


Gain or (Loss) Per $1,000 
of Assessment 


General Government 
Protection of Persons 
and Property 
Public works 
Sanitation and 
Waste Removal 
Conservation of Health 
Public Welfare 
Recreation and 
Community Services 
Debt Charges 
Other 


Total, General Purposes 


Public School Education 
Secondary School Education 
Separate School Education 


Total, Public and Secondary 
Total, Separate and Secondary 


Grand Total, Public School 
Supporters 


Grand Total, Separate School 


Supporters 


Toronto 
$ 


197,317 


311,659 
433,074) 


489,295 
194,085 
372, 603 
249,526 


( 91,810) 
( 644,967) 


1,203, 694 


-_— 


( 124,822) 
( 66,353) 
( 8) 
(791,183) 
1,012,511 
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GAIN oR (LOSS) 


TN BOROUGHS =IN 1959 IN ACCORD, 


Leaside 
$) 


~ Age 


SUMMARY By FUNCTION 


FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA MUNICIPALITIES 


Borough 1 


Bast York 


(307,022) 


(123,808) 
139, 754 


(144,098) 
( 40,755) 
(148, 365) 


Forest Hill 


(183,509) 
( 76,649) 
212, 608 


(170, 376) 
( 64,051) 
( 92,782) 


(110, 664) 


42,677 
142,234 


(300,812) 
27,583 


82,418 
(___262) 


109,739 
(191,073) 
SSS 


(2.97) 


(1.24) 
3.43 


(2.75) 
(1.03) 
(1.50) 


(1-79) 
-69 
2.31 
(4.85) 
«46 
1.33 
Cralt.) 
1.79 
ee 
(3.06) 


(3.63) 


AN 


Swansea 


(33,922) 


( 9,004) 
36, 391 


(21, 2h9) 
(20,459) 
(30, 722) 


(17,239) 
(17,413) 
51, 363 


Etobicoke 


39,087 


( 9,134) 
62,727 


41,432 
19,963 
( 10,600) 


CE WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT 


—— 


Boro 


New Toronto 


“7 3) 


( 55,843) 


12,929 
( 43,603) 


( 66,903) 
( 8,036) 
3,430 


( 36,542) 


Mimico 


(15,858) 


(18,292) 
4, 750 


tong Beanch 


32,614 


14,497 
(23,874) 


(13,215) 
( 4,681) 


Five Boro 


Boro 


North York 
pant € 3 oe 


( 34,295) 


( 34,264) 
21,579 


8,984 
( 25,695) 
( 59,276) 


(112,454) 


Plan 
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Weston 


~ 34,295 


3h, 284 
( 21,579) 
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SECTION III 


STATEMENTS SHOWING RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES 
OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES RESULTING 
FROM THE ADOPTION OF A FOUR BOROUGH SYSTEM 


OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 


FOUR BOROUGH SYSTEM OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 


RESPECTIVE GAINS OR LOSSES OF INDIVIDUAL AREA MUNICIPALITIES 
FROM DISTRIBUTING 1959 NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES IN ACCORDANCE 


General Purposes 


Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Bast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 

Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 

Borough 3 
North York 
Weston 


Borough 4 


Scarborough 


Education 

Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Bast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 

Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 

Borough 3 
North York 
Weston 


Borough 4 


Scarborough 


Total 

Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Bast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 

Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 

Borough 3 
North York 
Weston 

Borough 4 
Scarborough 


ot CEP 


WITH MSTROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT 


Net Current 
Expenditure 


in 1959 


Popa 


08,555 
2,083,261 
963,971 
370,468 
3,912,253 


6,021,830 
456,299 
427,920 
365,880 


8,073,529 
463,319 


6,883,154 


22,157, 304 


566,820 
1,791,052 
883,035 
189, 756 
2,783, Oh1 


3,907, 240 
390, 210 
277, 302 
179, 632 


8,111,426 
230,9e) 


5,659, 712 


60,135, 791 


1075, 310 
3,874, 313 
1,847,006 

560,224 
6,695, 294 


9,929,070 
846,509 
705,222 
545,512 


16,184,955 


694, 24.4 


12,542,866 


Distributed 
on Metro 
Assessment _ 


36, 539,073 
1,287, 908 
2,221,893 
1,256,676 

429, 948 
4,181,497 


5,913 4396 
650,533 
426,144. 
281,896 


8,185,983 
350,865 


6,383,154 


22,457, 711 
803,206 
1,408, 936 
TTT, 091 
266,036 
2,658,028 


3,847, 941 
415, 4Lo 
299,319 
191, 684 


8,000, 581 
341, 770 


5,059, 712 


58, 996, 784 
2,091,114 
3, 630,829 
2,033, 167 

695, 984 
6,839,525 


9,761,297 
1,005,973 
725,463 
473, 580 


16,186, 564 
692,635 


12,542,866 


( 


( 
( 


( 


OO. “-~ 


( 
( 


( 


Gain or (Loss) 


Amount 
/ 


1,439,414 


679, 353) 
138, 632) 
292,705) 

59,480) 
269, 2h) 


108,474 
194, 231) 


112,451) 
112, 45h 


300, 407) 
236, 386) 
382,116 
105, 944 

76,280) 
125,013 


peli k, 
25,230) 
22,017) 
12,052) 


110, 845 
110,845 


1,139,007 


915,739) 
243,484 
186, 761 ) 
135, 760) 
144,231) 


167,773 
219,464) 
20,241) 
71, 932 


1,609) 
1,609 


Per $1,000 of 
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- 67 - Four Borough Plan 
GENERAL PURPOSES 
GAIN OR (Loss ) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) Exclusive of Metro levies, provisions for reserves 


and allowances and prior year's deficit. 
(2) Exclusive of prior year's surplus. 


Per $1,000 
Current Non-Tax Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Revenue (2) Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 63,453, 718 25,475,231 37,970, 487 58.12 21.07 
Leaside 1 Le7, 716 539,221 608,555 37.07 9.58 
East York 3,088,972 1,005; 714. 2,083,261 30.84 19.01 
Forest Hill 1, 306,119 342,148 963,971 48.47 15.55 
Swansea Baile 107,015 370,468 pea foe) 
York 5, 304,65 1,472, 40 3,912,253 Sh 18.9 
Total 74,858, 72k 28,941,729 45,916,995 51.59 B0vay 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 10,539,040 4,517,210 6,021,830 4.58 16.61 
New Toronto 993,497 537,198 456,299 35.64 11.44 
Mimico 615,540 187, 620 427,920 27.58 16.38 
Long Branch 533,058 167,271. 365, 880 34.11 Oya 
Total 12, 681,12 5,409,199 7,271, 929 hi .76 16.31 
Borough 3 
North York mero 8,170,091 8,073,529 35.35 ee 
Weston 795,461 332,142 463, 319 49.95 214 
‘ong 17,039, 081 8,502,233 8,536,048 35.92 16.39 
Borough 
Scarborough 11,996,855 Beas) Ou 6,883,154 37.10 20.70 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 36,539,073 55.92 20.27 
Leaside 1,287, 908 78.45 20.27 
East York 2,221,893 32.89 20.27 
Forest Hill 1,256,676 63.19 20.27 
Swansea 429,948 pees 20.27 
York 4,181,497 33.8 20.27 
Total 5,916,995 51.59 20.27 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 5,193, 356 3.78 16.31 
New Toronto 650,533 50.81 16.31 
Mimico 426,144 27.46 16.31 
Long Branch 281 ,896 26.28 16.31 
Total 721,929 hi.76 16.31 
Borough 3 
North York 8,185,983 35.84 ya: 
Weston 350,865 37.83 16.39 
Total 8,536, 048 35.92 16.39 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,439,414 2.20 .80 
Leaside ( 679,353) (41.38) (10.69) 
East York (138,632)  (. 2:05)m) ( 1.26) 
Forest Hill (,292,705) (ihe jony( 372) 
Swansea ( 59,480) ( 6.45) ( 2.80) 
York (, 269,20) -( 2538)e0)( 1.31) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 108, 4.74 .80 30 
New Toronto (198,234) (25.17)  ( 4.87) 
Mimico EP (= By 507 
Long Branch 83, 984 7.83 4.86 
Borough 3 
North York (332 ;46h) “(she ibe. (> 3219 
Weston 112,454 12.12 Bar 
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Four Borough Plan 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRWNT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 


MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSSSSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES _ 


Per $1,000 
Current Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Capita Assessment 
$ 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 9,528, 374 14.58 5.29 
Leaside 76,531 4.66 1.20 
East York 226, 331 3.35 2.06 
Forest Hill 117,848 5.93 1.90 
Swansea 69,235 7.51 3.27 
York BL yoda. 4.67 2.80 
Total 10,595, 886 11.90 1.68 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,214,452 8.99 3.35 
New Toronto 73, 460 5.74 1.8h 
Mimico 68, 84.4. yuo 2.63 
Long Branch 88, 64h. 8.26 5.13 
Total 1,445,400 B.20 3.24 
Borough 3 
North York 857, 641 3°76 1.72 
Weston (CARES, 7.82 3.39 
Total 330,166 3.91 1.78 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 1,169,143 6.30 Gabe 
Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borovgn Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto S431, 315 12.90 4.68 
Leaside 297,200 15.0 4.68 
East York 512, 728 7.59 4.68 
Forest Hill 289,992 14.58 4.68 
Swansea 99,216 10.76 4.68 
York __ 964,929 TB 4.68 
Total 19,595,380 11.90 168 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke £275,305 8.70 3.24 
New Toronto 129, 303 10.10 3.24 
Mimico 84, 702 5.46 3.24 
Long Branch a Vises bei 22 3.24 
Total 1,445,400 8.30 3.2 
Borough 3 
North York 891,936 3.91 TTS 
Weston 36, 230 4.12 Mayo 
Total 930,166 3.91 ary 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,096,559 1.68 evs 
Leaside ( 220,669) (13.44) (3.48) 
East York ( 286, 397) Ch ohh (2.62) 
Forest Hill ( 172,144) ( 8.65) (2995) 
Swansea ( 29,931) ees (ies) 
York ( 387,418) ( 3.14) (1.88) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 39,087 .29 raed. 
New Toronto O00565, 083) tk. 36) (1.40) 
Mimico CDs. 550) C084 C°%61) 
Long Branch 32, 614 3.04 1.89 
Borough 3 
North York ( 34,295) Pi. hes (06) 
Weston 34,295 3.70 1.61 


(1) Includes 


capital expenciture out of revenue. 
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PROTECTION OF PERSONS AND PROPERTY 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Provincial Net Expenditure 
Fire and Fer $1,000 
Current Police Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
(3) ($) ne), ($) 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8,905,801 Th, 952 8,832,349 13.52 4,90 
Leaside 199,032 B45 198,187 12207 3-12 
East York 396, 064, 1,649 394,415 5.84 3.60 
Forest Hill 218,104 L652 21.6, 451 10.88 3.49 
Swansea 91, 309 3h. 91,275 Ae se 
York 792,897 2,882 790,015 239 3.83 
Total 10,603,207 o;0%> , LOPSonsnOS) Diese 65 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke Lyi leoyse/ 2,425 1,125,902: 8.34 crea 
New Toronto 137,975 180 137, 795 10.76 3.45 
Mimico en 529 eee Be 2.43 
Long Branch 8,388 283 68, 605 .39 3.97 
Total 1, 399, 22h 3,417 1,395,007 .02 3.13 
Borough 3 
North York ut tp eaeee 3,392 1,449, 361 6.35 2.900 
Weston 98 , O66 __190 SSG SO 4.58 
Total i Cae 3,502 1,547,237 6.51 2.97 
Borough 4 
Scarborough eS Sour: cin 1, 370, 630 Weed LoVe 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance Witn Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8,374, 769 12.82 b.65 
Leaside 295,189 17.98 4.65 
East York 509,259 7-54 4.65 
Forest Hill 288 , 030 14.48 4.65 
Swansea 98, 54) 10.69 65 
York 958, 401 7-76 4.65 
Total 10,524,192 11.82 OD 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,135,036 8.40 3.13 
New Toronto 12h, 866 9.75 3.13 
Mimico 81,797 5.27 3.13 
Long Branch 54,108 5.04 Rel 
Total 1, 395,307 8.02 3.13 
Borough 3 
North York 1,483, 645 6.50 a OF 
Weston 63,592 6 .86 2.97 
Total L, 57,237 Gro ERIN 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 459,080 erie! <25 
Leaside (Phaysne2) 4.5.90) (15.53) 
East York Cee)" CO) (1205) 
Forest Hill C ISTO) (8560) (106) 
Swansea (ar eco) (aro eso) 
York ( 166,306) - (1.37) ( ,82) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke Ceo ee) (OG) ( .02) 
New Toronto Le veo g TPS 86 032 
Mimico (msi goo) (1.18) enn) 
Long Branch 14,497 1.35 Sh 
Borough 3 
North York ess a eee ( .06) 
Weston 34, 284 3.69 1.6L 


(1) Includes capital expendit.re out of revenue. 
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an | Four Borough Plan 


PUBLIC WORKS 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 


AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 
(2) Includes provincial subsidy of $81,524 for Thorncliffe Bridge. 


Provincial Net Expenditure 
Road and Per $1,000 
Current Winter Works Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 2,813, 708 1,806,502, | 1,007,206 1.54 56 
Leaside 193,061 (2) 97,974(2) 95,087 5-79 1.50 
East York 284, 761 57,426 227, 335 337 2.07 
Forest Hill 287, 968 25,825 262,143 13.18 4.23 
Swansea ae aioe 53, 338 ae 2.51 
York 769 165,79 604,064 4.89 2.93 
Total Y415,196 2,166,023 2,249,173 2.53 .99 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,913, 345 751,566 1,161,779 8.60 3.20 
New Toronto 134,236 56,932 77, 304 6.04 1.94 
Mimico ana 38,650 83,953 pe se 
Long Branch 75 20, 239 28,519 2. 1.65 
Total 2,218, 942 867, 387 Ly 35 599 7-76 3.03 
Boro 
North York 4,770,667 1,621,455 3,149,212 13.79 6.31 
Weston 149,212 36,735 112,477 16213 5.26 
niet L 919,879 1, 658,190 3,201, 689 1a se 
- Borough 
Scarborough 3, 394, 7L5 LBL 647) 1,929,068 | 10.36 5.78 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1, 789,811 2.74 99 
Leaside 63,086 3.84 -99 
East York 108,836 1.61 99 
Forest Hill 61,556 3.10 -99 
Swansea 21,060 gr 99 
York 204,824 A .99 
Total 2,2h9,173 2.53 -99 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1,099,052 8.14 3.03 
New Toronto 120,907 9.44 3.03 
Mimico 79,203 5.10 3.03 
Long Branch 52, 393 4.88 e105 
Total beat. OF). 7.10 3.0 
Borough 3 
North York spas pee ee ote 
Weston 134,05 14.45 27 
Total 3, 261, 689 13.72 wT 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto (762, 605) ( bv2e0) C ha 
Leaside 32,001 1.95 51 
East York 118,499 1.76 1.08 
Forest Hill 200, 587 10.08 3.24 
Swansea 32,278 3.50 1.52 
York 399, 2ho 3.23 1.94 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 62,727 46 me hy 
New Toronto ( 43,603) ( 3.40) (1.09) 
Mimico 4,750 Ree! Pek 
Long Branch (-*23,874) ( 2.22) (1.38) 
Borough 3 
North York 21,579 -09 .O4 
Weston ( Pere o TO) ( Snte) (1.01) 
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GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA 
MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1659 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 


Actual Expenditure 


Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Bast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 

Total 

Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 

Total 

Borough 3 
North York 
Weston 

Total 

Borough 4 

Scarborough 


Current 


eeeenn ture) 


7, 324, 348 
87, 346 

vs ae es 
64., 700 
P9371 { 


833,753 
8, 640,856 


1,570, 674 
101, 330 
148,890 

__ 59,686 

1,880, 580 


1,626, 202 
__ 60,017 
1,6 6,219 


1, 72k, Zl 


Per 
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METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Per $1,000 
of Metro 
Assessment 
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Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 


Borough oy 
Toronto 


Leaside 
East York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 
Total 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 
Total 
Borougn 3 
North York 
Weston 
Total 


Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Bast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 
Borough 3 
North York 
Weston 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


6,876,078 
2he, 364 
438,125 
236,487 

860,910 
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1, 880, 580 
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- fe - Four Borough Plan 
CONSERVATION OF HEALTH 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) 


Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Provincial ~ Per $1,000 
Current Health Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 3,016,513 193,456 202 3,057 4.32 or 
Leaside 23,345 - 23,845 1.45 38 
East York 119,109 - 119,109 1376 1.09 
Forest Hill 26, 366 - 26, 366 1.33 43 
Swansea 10,476 - 10,476 green il 49 
York 246,777 - 246,777 2.00 1.20 
Total 3,443,0 193,456 3,249,630 3.05 1.43 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 231, 641 12,252 219, 389 1/62 a oil 
New Toronto 13,903 - £3,903 1.09 Ey, 
Mimico Taleo - Tec 46 oor, 
Long Branch 4,826 - 4,826 5 .28 
Total 257, 496 12,252 25, ou) aay ~55 
Borough 3 
North York 421 , 200 2,000 419,200 1.84 Bh 
Weston 16, 700 ~ 16, 700 00 78 
Total 437, 900 2,000 1.35, 900 1.83 Ou 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 315,491 ~ 315,491 ate 295 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 25585,037 3.96 Pok3 
Leaside 91,148 5.55 1.43 
East York 157,248 2.33 Los 
Forest Hill 88,937 LWT LOK 
Swansea 30,428 3.30 1543 
York 295,932 2.40 1.43 
Total 3,249, 630 3.65 1.43 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 199, 426 iets 255 
New Toronto ai, 939 ity 55 
Mimico 14,372 93 BW, 
Long Branch 9,507 89 252 
Total 245, 2h EL 55 
Borough 3 
North York 417, 984 Utets 6) 84 
Weston 17,016 1.93 By 
Total 4.35, 900 1.83 mein 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 237,120 - 36 Li 
Leaside (675303) |! (ilo) (1.05) 
East York (33,839) C57) ( 3h) 
Forest Hill ( (osteo) cea (1.00) 
Swansea (93952) (2.16) ( .oh) 
York ( 49,155) ‘( -O) (423) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 19,963 1h -06 
New Toronto Cr 6046) ey s4) (0) 
Mimico ( Megane) i 287) ( eo) 
Long Branch ( 4,681) ( .44) Cheeta 
Borough 3 
North York 1,216 -O1 - 
Weston ape i on SD, ( .06) 
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a Four Borough Plan 
PUBLIC WELFARE 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Welfare Per of Metro 
Expenditure Grants Amount Capita Assessment 
($) ? 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 8, 343,857 5,121, 308 3,222,549 4.93 1.79 
Leaside 2, ohh 1,489 755 -05 con 
East York 59,970 34,973 24,997 13% £23 
Forest Hill 14,957 9,687 5270 -26 .08 
Swansea 2, 82h ~ 2,624 3 a 
York 197,529 112,074 85,455 -69 iy 
Total 8, 621, 381 5,219,531 3, 34850 3.75 1.48 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 12,929 79,148 63, 781 suey 512 
New Toronto 35,595 23,982 17,623 91 229 
Mimico eons Li, 476 8,088 52 ee 
Long Branch ey ua’ 19,120 7,988 te : 
Total 231,198 139, 728 o1, 470 53 fey 
Borough 3 
North York 388,072 259,075 128,997 56 26 
Weston 13,420 7,922 5,498 ey) _ 226 
Total 1O1, 492 206, 997 134,495 57 .26 
Borough } 
Scarborough 325, 888 218,478 107,410 .58 32 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 2,659, 323 4 .O7 1.43 
Leaside 93, 734 5 hk 1.48 
East York 161, 710 2.39 1.48 
Forest Hill 91,461 4.60 Td 
Swansea Se 3 ee arose 
York 30h, 330 2; Te 
Total 3, 341,850 3.75 1.48 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 74, 381 55 ok 
New Toronto 8,183 64 aah. 
Mimico aye A) 221 
Long Branch he: 33 Res 
Total 91, +70 53 or 
Borough 3 . 
North York sad ne os 
Weston Spe 60 we 
Total 134,495 57 26 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 563,226 86 6a: 
Leaside ( 92,979) (5.66) (1.47) 
East York (136.73) (2,623 (1.25) 
Forest Hill ( 86,191) (4.34) (1.40) 
Swansea ( 28,468) (3-08) (1.35) 
York ( 218,875) (1-77) (1,07) 
Borough 2 
tobicoke ( 10,600) .08 ) (, 689 
New Toronto » 430 -27 08 
Mimico 2,728 a -10 
Long Branch 4 4he 41 225 
Borough 3 
North York 30 
Weston bey vt 268) 
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el Four Borough Plan 
RECREATION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


(1) Includes capital expenditure out of revenue. 


Provincial Per $1,000 
Current Recreation Per of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Grants Amount a Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 5,536,169 12,000 5,524,169 8.45 3.06 
Leaside 133,057 4, 700 129,157 7637 2203 
East York 261,482 5,600 255,881 3.79 2.33 
Forest Hill 15,513 4, 768 70, 745 3.56 1:24 
Swansea 4h, 827 ~ 4h ,827 ee 200. 
York 609, 803 6, 743 603, 060 4.8 2.92 
Total 6,661, 650 33,811 6,627,839 745 2.93 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 753,075 1,500 7455575 5.52 2.06 
New Toronto hit Quy - 4h 217 3.45 nb eal 
Mimico 59, 363 2,921 56, 4he 3.64 2.16 
Long Branch 56,529 - 56,529 SADT See 
Total 913,1 10,421 902, 763 Bale. ese 
Borough 3 
North York ape 38, 000 Rist et 5.89 2570 
Weston 50,065 750 48,315 5.21 2.26 
Total 1,433,88 39,750 1,394,136 5.07 2.68 
_ Borough 4 
Scarborough 719,561 20,255 699, 306 077 2.10 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 5,274,193 8.07 2.93 
Leaside 185, 902 T1232 2.93 
East York S20 72 1 Lis 2.93 
Forest Hill 181, 393 9.12 2.93 
Swansea specs a 2.93 
York 03,57 09 aeO) 
Total 6, 627,839 7.45 aes 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 734,105 5.43 2.02 
New Toronto 80, 759 6.31 2.02 
Mimico 52,903 3-41 2.02 
Long Branch 34,996 3.26 2.02 
Total 902, 763 5.18 2.02 
Borough 3 
North York 1, 336,837 Hae ae 
Weston 57,299 r. 250 
Total 1, 394,136 5.87 2.63 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto 249,976 38 13 
Leaside ( 56,745) (3.45) ( .90) 
East York ( 6643836). (996) (460) 
Forest Hill ( 110,648) (5.56) (1.79) 
Swansea ( U174e83)” £87) (282) 
York ( 514 ( .0O1) ( 20%) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 11,470 0 .O4 
New Toronto ( 36352) - §( 2786) ( 49%) 
Mimico 3; pee 23 14 
Long Branch 21533 2.01 L255 
Borough 3 
North York 8,984 Oh -02 
Weston C eseoch)  £. 297) ( 902) 
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et Four Borough Plan 
DEBT CHARGES 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BUROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR GENERAL PURPOSES 


Net Expenditure 


Debenture Per $1,000 
Debt Debt Charges Per of Metro 
Charges Recoverable Amount Capita Assessment 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 16,573,634 9,465,955 7,107,679 10.88 3.94 
Leaside 418, 337 160, 921 257,416 15.68 4.05 
East York 1,158, 969 658, 285 500, 684. Tohl 4.57 
Forest Hill 497,016 206, 729 290, 287 14.60 4.68 
Swansea 122, 703 55,401 67, 302 Tan0 Sahel 
York 1,274,074 456,480 817,594 6.62 3.96 
Total 20, O44 , 733 11,003,771 9,040,962 10.16 3.99 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 3, 333, 040 2,374,656 958, 384 figike) 2.64 
New Toronto 391,978 305, 923 86,055 6.72 OeiG 
Mimico tee 54,531 4h, 082 ie nee 
Long Branch 156,591 37, 707 118, 884. Wet ® A 
Total 3, 980, 222 OE THOLOLT | LsPOtsuO> .93 eal 
Borough 3 
North York Beil, 252 2,292,662 1,978,590 8.66 3.97 
Weston 301, 541 1523895939 111,602 12.03 5.22 
qe 1 572, 193 2,482,601 2,090,192 8.80 4.02 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 2,852,466 23129, 551 722,915 3.90 Poe 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With Borough Assessment 
Borough 1 
Toronto 7,194, 468 ee .OL 3.99 
Leaside 253,587 15.45 3.99 
East York 437,486 6.48 3.99 
Forest Hill 247,437 12.44 3.99 
Swansea 84,656 ae 3.99 
York 823, 328 ; 3.99 
Total 9,040, 962 10.16 3.99 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 981 , 833 Teer Aart 
New Toronto 108,012 8.44 ea 
Mimico Oy (99 ee ol 
Long Branch 46,805 4,3 ey ee 
Total 1,207,405 6.93 2. th 
Borough 3 
North York 2,004,285 8.78 4.02 
Weston 85,907 9.26 4.02 
Total 2,090,192 8.80 i.02 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto L 86, 709). 0. 33) ( 205) 
Leaside 3,829 -23 .06 
East York 63,198 93 58 
Forest Hill 42,850 2.16 -69 
Swansea & Ag, 354) gel ¥s03) ( 62) 
York Grae 73h) rr) ( .03) 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke fy p29, HE) 4 vl gk 7) ( .07) 
New Toronto 6° 21.,997) «uli ale) ( .55) 
Mimico (ea 0067 2) eee) (luo) 
Long Branch 72,078 6.72 4.17 
Borough 3 
~~ North York ($25 7609) C212) (05) 
Weston 25,695 oeTT i. 20 
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PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION 


Four Borough Plan 


GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 
AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PURPOSES 


Current 


Expenditure(1) 


Actual Expenditure 


Borough 1 


Toronto 
Leaside 
East York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 


Total 


Borough 2 
Etobicoke 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 
Total 


Borough 3 
North York 


Weston 
Total 


Borough 4 
Scarborough 


26,263,296 
678,594 
2,767,939 
871,182 
234, 314 
4,195,992 


35,011, 317 


5,971,102 
15 165,035 


THEBES T37 


12,526, 655 
348 , 902 
12,875,557 


9,821,419 


Non-Tax 
Revenue (2) 


12,550, 265 
344, 970 
1,619,064 
355,461 
P30, (On 


2,600,998 
17,609,519 


3, 779, 638 
741, 736 


4,521, 374 


7,457,058 
227, 693 


7, 00%, 751 


6, 2h2, 465 


Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance With 


Borough Assessment for Public School Purposes 


Borough 1 

oronto 
Leaside 
Hast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 


Total 


Borough 2 
Ztobicoke 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 
Total 


Borough 3 
North York 


Veston 


Total 


Amount 


13,705,031 
333, 624 
Le L4G50 15 
915, fel 
103,953 
1,594, 994 
17,401, 798 


2,191,464 


212,835 
125,279 
85, 785 
2,615, 363 


5,069,597 
121, 209 


5,190,806 


3,578, 954 


13,862,250 
4.93, 883 
831,180 
489,282 
167,237 

1,557, 966 


17,401, 798 


2,233,851 


241,066 
142,569 
97,377 


2,615, 363 


4,972, 604 
218,202 


5,190, 806 


Net Expenditure 


Per Pupil by Per $1, 000 


Municipality 
Of Residence 


of Metro 
(3) Assessment 
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Gain or (Loss) 


Borough 1 
Toronto 
Leaside 
Hast York 
Forest Hill 
Swansea 
York 


Borough 2 
Htobicoke 


Lakeshore 
New Toronto 
Mimico 
Long Branch 
Borough 3 


North York 
Weston 


sole (ae Four Borough Plan 


PUBLIC SCHOOL #DUCATION (Cont'd. ) 


Net Expenditure 


Per $1,000 


Per Pupil by 
Municipality 
Amount of Residence(3 
(157,219) ( 2.30) 
(160,259) (87.58) 
317, 695 4O.11 
26,439 T2501 
( 63,684) (76.00) 
37,028 2.54 
57,613 2-53 
(ob-a31) Serer) 
(17,290)  (12.74)(5) 
(12,092) (12.74)(5) 
96,993 ent 
( 96,993) (77-97) 


of Metro 


Assessment 


ru) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior'year's deficit. 
(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus, but 

inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 
(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their municipality 


of residence. 


(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for public 


school purposes. 
(5) Based on average for Lakeshore. 
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SECONDARY SCHOOL EDUCATION 
GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF 


AREA MUNICIPALITIES IN BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SECONDARY SCHOOL PURPOSES _ 


_Net Expenditure 


Per Pupil by Per $1,000 
Current Non-Tax Municipality of Metro 
Expenditure (1) Revenue 2) Amount Of Residence (3) Assessment 
> 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 15,466,128 8,487,323 6,978,805 370.42 3.93 
Leaside 483,863 305,835 178,028 166.23 2.80 
East York 1,097,647 593,806 503, 841 222.54 4.60 
Forest Hill 641, 305 313, 206 328 , 099 27342 5.29 
Swansea 72,097 - 72,097 228 .88 3.40 
Apne 2,210,406 1,300,445 __ 909, 961 ah ad situs 
Total 19,971, 446 11,000,615 859703831 325.12 4.00 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 3,576,590 2,241,900 1,334,690 204. 33 3.70 
Lakeshore (4+) 941,956 627,463 
New Toronto 150, 328 28,81 (5) 3 EL 
Mimico 98, 750 248 ,81 (5 3.78 
Long Branch 65,415 248 81 69 3.78 
Total 4 518,546 2,869,363 1,649,183 211.54 3. 
Borough 3 
North York 5,107,875 2,589,720 2,518,155 274.79 5.07 
Weston __ 639,017 544, 354 94, 663 205,14 443 
Total 5, 746,892 ST 134.07 2,612,010 Si 3 5.04 
Borough 4 
Scarborough BO ,055 2,445,284 1,673,571 254.65 5.04 
Net Expenditure Distributed in Accordance with 
Borough Assessment for Secondary School Purposes 
Borough 1 
Toronto 7;118,540 377.84 4.00 
Leaside 254,216 237 36 4.00 
East York 438,905 193.86 4.00 
Forest Hill 248, 2ho 206.87 4.00 
Swansea 8h, 931 269 62 4.00 
York 825,999 211.69 4.00 
Total 8,970,831 325.12 4.00 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 1, 340,086 205.28 3.71 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto 148,006 ohh 5445) chal 
Mimico 96,955 ohh 54.4 ) cryee 
Long Branch 64,136 ohh 5445 4.7) 
Total 1,649,183 211.54 ae 
Borough 3 
North York 2,504,989 273.35 5.04 
Weston 107, 829 231.39 5.04 
Total 2,612,818 271.32 pre 
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SECONDARY SCHOOL EDUCATION (Cont'd. ) 


Net Expenditure 


Per Pupil by Per $1,000 


Municipality of Metro 
Amount of Residence(3) Assessment 
$ 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto (139, 735) ( 7.42) (95.67) 
Leaside ( 76,133) (71.13) (1.20) 
East York 64. , 936 28.68 .60 
Forest Hill 79,859 66.55 1429 
Swansea ( 12,834) (40.74) (00) 
York 83,962 2151 ara 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke ( 5,396) Ci +95) (7-30 } 
Lakeshore 
New Toronto 2, 322 4.2765) 06 
Mimico L199 4.275) .O7 
Long Branch 1,279 4.275) 07 
Borough 3 
North York 13,166 1.44 .03 
Weston (735166) (28.25) () 5644) 


(1) Current expenditure of school boards exclusive of prior year's deficit. 

(2) Grants and other non-tax revenue exclusive of prior year's surplus, but 
inclusive of contributions from Metropolitan Toronto. 

(3) Includes all pupils attending schools within or without their municipality 
of residence. 

(4) Net expenditure allocated in accordance with local tax levy for secondary 
school purposes. 

(5) Based on average for Lakeshore. 
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GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING ADJUSTED SEPARATE SCHOOL LEVIES 


he 


SEPARATE SCHOOL EDUCATION 


Four Borough {ia 


OF AREA MUNICIPALITIES BY BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ide Se ey 
WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT FOR SEPARATE SCHOOL PURPOSRS 1) 


Adjustment 
for Surplus er 


Adjusted Separate School Levies 


Per Pupil 
ays 
Enrolment (4} 


68.05 
137.92 
147.48 


79-05 


_ 


97.32 
62.93 
OSte 
78.08 
92.77 
133s32 
34.22 
123.08 


Separate Deficit of 
School Current and 
Levies (2) werior Year (3 Amount 
8 
Actual Expenditure 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,475,757 - 2,289 1,473,468 
Leaside 55,253 a Bs 55,168 
East York 138,551 =. ees 138, 336 
Forest Hill 39,276 - 61 39,215 
Swansea ce! =i peal 14,106 
York 2105 5LL - hos 278,086 
Total 2,001,475 = 3,096 1,998,379 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 359,167 +21,919 381, 086 
New Toronto 27,086 ~ 39 27,047 
Mimico poe + 6,435 53,273 
Long Branch 28 47 sohue aul 28 4.32 
Total L61, 567 +25, 271 189, 838 
Borough 3 
North York Zak ee NT fy oi 523, 674 
Weston 15,07 - 23 15,053 
Total 5eOe tr ee S00 530s fen 
Borough 4 
Scarborough 407,803 on) ORG 407,187 
Adjusted Separate School Levies Distributed in Accordance With 
Borough Assessment for Separate School 306eS 
Borough 1 
Toronto 1,476,921 
Leaside Day LOT 
East York 138,851 
Forest Hill 39,569 
Swansea a hs 
York 274,063 
Total 1,998, 379 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 374,004 
New Toronto 26, 368 
Mimico 99,795 
Long Branch 29, 671 
Total 9,03 
Borough 3 
North York 522,988 
Weston ts Pe ee) 
Total 538, 727 
Gain or (Loss) 
Borough 1 
Toronto (93,453) 
Leaside 61 
East York ees) 
Forest Hill ( 354) 
Swansea 238 
York 4,023 
Borough 2 
Etobicoke 7,082 
New Toronto 679 
Mimico ( 6,522) 
Long Branch. ( 1,239) 
Borough 3 
~~ North York 686 
Weston ( 686) 


Per $1,000 


of Metro 


Assessment 


16.63 
16.69 
16.61 
16.52 
16.96 
16.92 
6.6 


te 
—~] 


ney Page 
17.86 
15.51 
16.68 


hr 
—~) 
ke 


17.40 
16.62 
ye 


16.97 


: 


( .76) 


(1) Derived from the difference between Metropolitan assessment for secondary 


and public school purposes. 


(2) Including supplementary taxation before adjustment for tax losses. 
(3) Adjusted to eliminate the effect on the tax levy of prior year's surplus or 

deficit and current year's surplus or deficit. 
(4) Based upon September 1959 enrolment without regard to municipality of residence. 
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GAIN OR (LOSS) FROM DISTRIBUTING NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES OF AREA MUNICIPALITIES 
BOROUGHS IN 1959 IN ACCORDANCE WITH METROPOLITAN ASSESSMENT 


___IN BOROUGHS IN 1997, Nae ee 


IN 


Toronto 

Gain or (Loss ) in Dollars 
General Government 1,096,559 
Protection of Persons and Property 459,080 
Public Works ( 782,605) 
Sanitation and Waste Removal 448,270 
Conservation of Health 237,120 
Public Welfare 563,226 
Recreation and Community Services 2h9,976 
Debt Charges ( 86,789) 
Other ( 745,423) 

Total, General Purposes 1,439,414 


Public School. Education (| 157,219) 
Secondary School Education ( 139,735) 
Separate School Education ( 3,453) 
( 


Total Education 


Grand Total 1,139,007 


Gain or (Loss) Per $1,000 
of Assessment 


General Government 61 
Protection of Persons and Property se5: 
Public Works ( .43) 
Sanitation and Waste Removal 325 
Conservation of Health 14 
Public Welfare ' Asal 
Recreation and Community Services 213 
Debt Charges ( .05) 
Other (ase) 
Total, General Purposes _:80 
Public School Education {aer0)) 
Secondary School Education 0) 
Separate School Education .O4 
Total Public and Secondary (a7) 
Total Separate and Secondary (oe. 115) 


Grand Total ,Public School 

Supporters -63 
Grand Total, Separate School 

Supporters -69 


Leaside 
($) 


(220, 669) 
( 97,002) 
32,001 
(155,018) 
( 67,303) 
( 92,979) 
( 56,745) 

3,829 
( 25,467) 


(679, 353) 


(160,259) 
( 76,188) 
61 


(236, 386) 


(915,739) 


Kast 
York 


(286, 397) 
(124, 644) 
118,499 
(146,593) 
( 38,139) 
(136, 713) 
( 61,836) 

63,198 
467,193 


(138, 632) 
317,695 


64,936 
( 515) 


382,116 


SUMMARY BY FUNCTION 
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(387, 418) 
(168, 386) 


( 5,734) 
114,737 


(269, 244) 


37,028 
83,962 
4,023 
125,013 
(144, 231.) 


= 
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Borough 2 
Etobicoke 


$ 


ng North 


Branch York 


32, 614 2',295) 
14,497 34, 284) 


(23,874) 21,579 
(13,215) 9,287 
( 4,681) 2,216 


7 4he 20 
21,933 8,964 
Te; 073 ( 25; 695) 


(19,410) (59,276) 


83,988 (132,454) 


(12,092 95,993 


1,279 13,166 


( 1,239) ‘686 
(12,052)i110,845 
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Borough 3 m3 


Weston 


(3) 


34,295 
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POPULATION TRENDS IN [2 TROPOLITAN TORONTO 
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APPENDIX I 
POPULATION TRENDS IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO 

From 1,253,240 in 1954, the assessed population of Metropolitan 
Toronto increased 25 per cent to 1,566,231 in 1961. Most of this growth 
has occurred in the three Townships of North York, Scarborough and Etobi- 
coke. There have been increases in all other area municipalities except 
the City of Toronto, but these increases are small in comparison with the 
growth of these three townships. A continuation of the growth trend in 
the three largest suburban townships can be expected since these are the 
areas where most of the space available for expansion is located. 

The increases during the past few years were about equally 
divided between natural increase and net migration. It is expected that 
the decline in immigration to Canada will result in a sharp drop in the 
movement of people into Metro Toronto. However, as the population base 
has been growing so rapidly, births are continuing to climb and natural 
increase can be expected to add a larger number of persons to the Metro 
Toranto population each year. 

The natural increase in Metropolitan Toronto was about 27,000 
in 1959. As the population base is continuing to grow, the natural in- 
crease is expected to continue to rise in the next decade. In the past 
five years there has been a substantial rise in natural increase from 


20,000 in 1954 to 27,000 in 1959. 


The attached projections anticipate an average increase in the 
population of just over 40,000 per year to 1970. During the seven years 
from 1954 to 1961 the assessed population increased by nearly 45,000 per 
year and during this time natural increase averaged about 25,000 per year 
and thus close to half of the increase came from movement of people from 
other areas and other countries. During the 1°60's ratural increase can 
be expected to add at least 30,000 per year to the population of Metro- 
politan Toronto so a projected rise of just over 40,000 per year to 1970 
seems fairly conservative. However, in view of the sharp drop in immigra- 
tion to Canada in the past year and a half, these projections seem reason- 
able. Toronto will probably continue to gain some population from other 
parts of the Province and from the rest of Canada but the inflow from other 


countries has slowed. 
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The following table shows the percentage distribution of 
the population of the Metropolitan Region of Ontario (Halton, Ontario, 
Peel and York Counties) by age groups for 1956 and projections for 
1961. The 1956 age distribution data is the most recent available for 
any area smaller than the Province as a whole so we have not attempted 
to make estimates for Metro itself. These projections will provide 
some guidance but they should be used with care. Information from 


the 1961 Census will probably be available early next year. 


Percentage Distribution of Population by Age Groups, 
Metropolitan Region, 1956 and Projected for 1961 


Age Group 1956 1961(Projected) 
0-4. 10.7 Le 7 
psd 9.2 oe? 

10-14 6.5 8.1 

15-19 5.4 6.2 

20-2h fie 6.3 

25-29 8.8 7.8 

30-34 9.2 6.6 

30782 7.6 Ore 

ho-by (3 7.0 

5-49 Eee 5.6 

50-54 46 4.7 

ae, 4.2 hei 

60-64 Beck 3.6 


65 and over 10.2 9.2 
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Metropolitan Toronto Assessed Population 1954, 1960 
and Projected for 1970 


Notes 


1954 1960 1970 (Projected) 
Assessed Per Cent Assessed Per Cent Assessed Per Cent 
Municipality Population of Total Population of Total Population of Total 
No. (No. ) (%) (No.) (%) 
Toronto 682 ,415 54.45 644 948 42 23 665,000 34 45 
Leaside 16,873 ae 16,645 1.09 23,000 1.19 
Mimico 12,383 .99 16,442 1.08 19,000 98 
New Toronto Ba 20T .89 12,941 285 14,000 75 
Weston 8,569 .68 Rs Sip) 62 10,700 .56 
Forest Hill 18 ,664 1.49 20 , 386 nie 22 ,000 1.14 
Long Branch 9,263 74 10,783 cag 13,000 .67 
Swansea 8,718 70 9,522 .62 10,700 .56 
North York 130,766 10.43 ek7 , 764 16.23 385,000 19.94 
Scarborough 95,706 7.64 198 , 724 13.01 350,000 18.13 
Etobicoke 83,169 6.64 145,847 9.55 212 ,000 10.98 
York Tastee ae ya ae ete perigee ss 
Fast York 12 549 9,313 5 74,000 3.83 
Total 1,253,240 100.00 be 7.205 900400 1,930,400 100.00 
Assessed Population by Boroughs under Five Borough Pla 
Borough of: 
Toronto 795,482 63.48 760,874 ho .82 #4, TOO LT 
North York 139,335 Le? 257 ,299 16.85 395 , 700 20.50 
Scarborough 95,706 7.64 198,724 13.01 350,000 18.13 
Etobicoke alone ghee ke 12,19 258 ,000 Tee 
York 106 ,695 Beas 12h ,195 8.13 132,000 . 
Total 1,253,240 100.00 DG T5 105. 100,00 1,930,400 100.00 
Assessed Population by Boroughs under Four Borough Plan 
Borough of: 
Toronto 902,177 71.99 885 ,069 57.95 926, 700 48.01 
North York 139,335 Pole 257,299 16.85 395,700 20.50 
Scarborough 95,706 7.64 198 , 724 13401 350,000 18313 
Etobicoke 116,022 9.26 186 ,013 12.19 258 ,000 13.36 
Total 1,253,240 100.00 DGe7 4205", LOO YOO 1,930,400 100.00 


Population projections like other economic projections can only 


take into account factors now known. These projections are 


based on past trends in Census and assessed population data. 
In making these projections for individual municipalities we 
have been guided by the forecasts for the individual munici- 
palities made by the Metropolitan Planning Board. 
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Metropolitan Toronto Vital Statistics 


a me re ee 


i City of Toronto Metropolitan Toronto 


Natural Natural 
Births Deaths Increase Births Deaths Increase 
1941 12,286 7 OCT 4599 
1942 14,036 7,808 6,228 
a9FS 23,195) (8,327 6, G06 
1944, 11, 336 7,629 3, 707 
1945 11, 360 7,565 3,795 
1946 15,448 = 7, 883 7,565 
1947 15,261 is bos 7,508 
1948 13,945 7,480 6,465 
1949 «13,618 = 7, 874 5, 744 
1950 13,446 87, 7h9 5,697 
a eas" 0) ©, 700 61383 
1952 1h 472 7,695 6,777 
1954 15,253 7,600 7,653 31,202 11,119 20,083 
Bee (025/258. 7,300 7,874 82,0511) igege | iehs p00 
Pee 0G.) T, Ste 7, 729 34,070 11,625 22,445 
1957 16,262 7,993 8, 709 36,591 12,283 2h, 308 
1958 15, 946 7, 22h 8, 722 37,449 12,109 25,349 
5999.) 16,350" Pants 8,955 30/035 aay OTO |, eT, O57 
Toronto City, Towns and Villages 
in Metro Area(i) 
Natural 
Births Deaths Increase 
1941 12,592 7,952 4,640 
1942 14, 369 8,126 6,243 
1943 15,456 8,696 6, 760 
194k, de, 391 8,039 4,352 
19h5 12,529 8, 006 4523 
1946 16,772 8,293 8,479 
1947 16,926 8, 2he 8, 684 
1948 15,453 = 7,992 7,461 
1949 15,184 8,446 6, 738 
1950 14,9149 8, 28h 6,665 
195) 15,649 8,295 7,354 
1952 16,209 8,252 7,957 
1953 16, 313 8, 367 7,946 
1954 16,962 8,221. 8, 741 
1955 17,008 8,042 8,966 
1956 16,2801 8, 064 8,737 
(1) Includes Toronto, Leaside, Mimico, New Toronto, 


Weston, Forest Hill, Long Branch and Swansea 
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EDUCATION GRANTS FOLLOWING ANNEXATION 
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Part 5 of 1961 Regulations for 
General Legislative Grants 


35. In this Part, "annexation" includes amalgamation. 
36. This Part applies to grants following annexation. 
37. In the year in which all or part of a municipality is annexed to 
an urban municipality, the grants shall be calculated, 
(a) in the case of elementary-school boards, under section 
12(*); and 
(b) in the case of secondary-school boards, under section 
23(*). 

38. Where the whole or part of a municipality is annexed to an 
urban municipality on or after the lst day of January, 1949, and at 
the date of annexation there were outstanding debentures for one or 
more school buildings in that municipality or part, as the case may be, 
the payments on the debentures to the extent that they were eligible for 
grant forthe board of the school-section, separate-school area, or high- 
school district in the area annexed in the year of annexation shall, 
except in the year of annexation, form part of the recognized cost of 
the public-, separate- or high-school board of the urban municipality 
and the grant thereon shall be calculated at the rate applicable to, 

(a) the board of the school-section, separate-school area, 

or high-school district in the annexed area for the year 
of annexation; 

(bo) the board of the school-section, separate-school area, or 

high-school district of the urban municipality for the 
year of annexation; or 

(c) the board of the school-section, separate-school area, 

or high-school district of the urban municipality for the 
current year, 
whichever is the greatest. 
(*) These sections provide that where the whole of a school 
section, area or district is transferred from one board to 
another, the grant for the former board for the year of the 


transfer shall be calculated as though there had been no 
transfer and be paid to the latter board. 
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39.--(1) Where on or after the lst day of January, 1949, but prior to 
the lst day of January, 1958, an urban municipality having a population 
in the year preceding annexation of 10,000 or more, annexes an area in 
which the combined average daily attendance of public-, separate-, and 
secondary-school pupils resident in that area exceeds 20 per cent of 
the combined average daily attendance of public-, separate-, and 
secondary-school pupils resident in the urban municipality, there shall 
be paid to each board of the urban municipality an annexation grant per 
pupil as set forth in subsections 3, 4 and 5. 

(2) Where on or after the lst day of January, 1958, an urban 
municipality having a population in the year preceding the annexation 
of 9,000 or more annexes an area in which the combined average daily 
attendance of public-, separate-, and secondary-school pupils resident 
in that area exceeds 15 per cent of the combined average daily atten- 
dance of public-, separate-, and secondary-school pupils resident in 
the urban municipality, there shall be paid to each board of the urban 
municipality an annexation grant per pupil as set forth in subsections 
3.4 and 5. 

(3) The annexation grant per pupil shall be 100 per cent of the 
amount by which the grant per pupil paid under this Regulation to the 
board or boards of the urban municipality in the year of annexation is 
exceeded by the grant per pupil paid in the same year in the annexed 
area, ascertained by dividing the grant paid in each case, exclusive of 
grants on debentures, on capital outlays from current funds, on sites, 
and on transportation, by the average daily attendance of resident 
pupils. 

(4) Subject to subsection 6, in the second, third, fourth and 
fifth years following the annexation, the annexation grant per pupil 
shall be paid on the excess of the average daily attendance of resident 
pupils of the board of the urban municipality subsequent to annexation 
over the average daily attendance of the resident pupils of the board of 
the urban municipality in the year preceding annexation. 

(5) Subject to subsection 6, in the sixth year following the 
annexation, the percentage of the annexation grant per pupil shall be 


reduced by 20, and in each year thereafter by 20 for each additional year. 
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(6) For purposes of the payment of the grant under this section, 
the ordinal numbers applying to the years following the annexation in 
subsections 4 and 5 apply as if the years 1958, 1959 and 1960 had not 


existed. 
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